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HIGHWAY REIMBURSEMENT 


TUESDAY, MAY 19, 1959 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a.m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Charles A. Buckley, chairman of the 
committee, presiding, who asked Hon. Clifford Davis to take the 


chair. 
(H.R. 6303 follows :) 


H.R. 6308, 86th Cong., 1st sess. 


A BILL To authorize ocean for the Federal-aid petmeny system of highways for 
the purpose of equitably reimbursing the States for certain free and toll roads on the 
National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Interstate 
Highway Repayment Act”. 

Sro. 2. Congress hereby declares that this Act shall be the determination of 
policy with respect to reimbursement of certain interstate highways referred 
to in section 114 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. This policy is that 
each State in which a toll or free highway, or portion thereof, the construction 
of which has been completed since August 7, 1947, or which has been in actual use 
or under construction by contract, for completion, not later than June 30, 1957, 
has been included in the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, 
is entitled to receive reimbursement for such highway or portion thereof, in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act and title 23 of the United States 
Code. 
Sec. 8. For the purpose of providing the additional amounts to which the 
States are entitled under section 132 of title 23 of the United States Code (as 
added by section 4 of this Act), there is hereby authorized to be appropriated: 
$225,000,000 per fiscal year for each fiscal year in the period beginning July 1, 
1961, and ending June 30, 1966; $275,000,000 per fiscal year for each fiscal year 
in the period beginning July 1, 1966, and ending June 30, 1971; and $359,120,000 
per fiscal year for each fiscal year in the period beginning July 1, 1971, and 
ending June 30, 1976. These funds shall be appropriated out of general funds in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated and not out of the Highway Trust Fund 
created by section 209 of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956. 

Sro. 4. (a) Chapter 1 of title 23 of the United States Code is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new section : 


“$132. Reimbursement for free and toll highways on Interstate System 

“(a) For the purpose of equitably reimbursing each State for any portion of 
a toll or free highway (1) which is on the Interstate System, and (2) the con- 
struction of which has been completed since August 7, 1947, or which has been 
in actual use or under construction by contract, for completion, awarded not 
later than June 30, 1957, each such State shall be entitled to receive additional 
amounts for expenditure for the construction of highways on the Federal-aid 
primary system. 
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“(b) Any amount which a State is entitled to receive under subsection (a) 
of this section— 
“(1) shall be in addition to any other amounts authorized for the Federal. 
aid primary system in such State, 
“(2) may be combined with any other amounts authorized for any project 
in such State which is on the Federal-aid primary system, and 
“(3) shall be available for expenditure without limitation on projectg 
in either urban or rural areas.” 
(b) The table of sections at the beginning of chapter 1 of title 23 of the 
United States Code is amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 


“132. Reimbursement for free and toll highways on Interstate System.” 


Sec. 5. Section 104 of title 23 of the United States Code is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

“(f) This section shall not apply with respect to additional amounts authorize@ 
to be received by the States for expenditure on the Federal-aid primary system 
in accordance with section 132 of this title.” 

Sec. 6. (a) Chapter 1 of title 23 of the United States Code is amended by 
inserting immediately after the last sentence of section 104, the following new 
section : 


“§$ 104A. Apportionment of additional amounts 

“(a) The additional amounts authorized to be received by the States for ex- 
penditure on the Federal-aid primary system in accordance with section 132 of 
this title shall be apportioned in accordance with this section, and shall be 
apportioned by the Secretary on or before January 1 next preceding the begin- 
ning of each fiscal year for which such amounts are so authorized. The Secretary 
a — to each State highway department the amount so apportioned for 
such State. 

“(b) Each State shall receive as its apportionment for each fiscal year the 
same percentage of the total authorization for such fiscal year as appears oppo- 
site its name, as follows: 
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Arkansas 
Connecticut 

Florida 
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“State Percentage 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico. 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon---- 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 


(b) The table of sections at the beginning of chapter 1 of title 23 of the 
United States Code is amended by inserting immediately after 


“104, Apportionment.” 
the following : 
“104A. Apportionment of additional amounts.” 


Sec. 7. Subsection (c) of section 118 of title 23 of the United States Code is 
amended by striking out “section 104” and inserting in lieu thereof “sections 
104 and 104A”. 

Sec. 8. (a) Subsection (a) of section 120 of title 23 of the United States Code 
is amended by striking out “subsections (d) and (h)” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “subsections (d), (h), and (i)”. 

(b) Section 120 of title 23 of the United States Code is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(i) Unless the State elects to pay a share of the cost of any project (includ- 
ing any portion of a project) financed entirely with additional amounts appor- 
tioned under section 104A, the Federal share payable on account of such project 
shall be 100 percent.” 

Sec. 9. (a) Subsection (a) of section 121 of title 23 of the United States Code 
is amended by striking out “The Secretary” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“Except as provided in subsection (f), the Secretary”. 

(b) Section 121 of title 23 of the United States Code is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(f) The Secretary shall, from time to time as the work progresses, and 
upon the request of the State, make payments to a State for costs of construc- 
tion incurred by it on a project financed in whole or in part by additional 
amounts apportioned under section 104A of this title. Each such progress 
payment shall be made not later than thirty days after the date it is requested 
by the State. These payments shall at no time exceed the Federal share of 
the costs of construction incurred to the date of the voucher covering such 
payment plus the Federal share of the value of the materials which have been 
stockpiled in the vicinity of such construction in conformity to plans and specifi- 
cations for the project.” 


Mr. Davis. Gentlemen, Senator Bush is with us and we do not want 
to delay him further, so we will start at this time. It is quite a long 
walk from your building over to this building, Senator. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. PRESCOTT BUSH, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Senator Busu. Yes, sir, but it is always a pleasure to come over, 

Mr. Davis. We are meeting this morning for consideration of 
H.R. 6303, introduced by the chairman of this committee, Hon, 
Charles A. Buckley, which would authorize appropriations for the 
Federal-aid primary system of highways for the purpose of equitably 
reimbursing the States for certain free and toll roads on the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways, and for other purposes, 

We consider this a very important bill, and one to which we want 
to address our very real and thorough attention. 

Senator Bush, we are always delighted to have you over here and 
we would like to hear from you now. 

Senator Busw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As I remarked, it is always a pleasure to come here. I have been 
before this committee a number of times now and always in connection 
with very uae matters and important matters such as this bill. 
I am particularly glad to have been invited by Chairman Buckley 
to associate myself with his bill. 

I introduced in the Senate a companion measure for that purpose 
identical with the one which he introduced here, and which is before 
your committee now. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am grateful for 
your invitation to testify before this committee, once again, on bills 
providing for fair and equitable reimbursement by the Federal Gov- 
ernment to States which constructed certain sections of the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways. 

For several years I have urged Congress to do justice to the States 
which have contributed mileage to the Interstate Highway Sr 
but which have not been reimbursed. I sincerely hope that action wi 
be taken this year. 

As a matter of equity, Congress should now establish the principle 
that the States are entitled to reimbursement for highways which 
were completed or were put under construction by contract on the 
Interstate System between August 7, and June 30, 1957, and take 
definite steps to provide such reimbursement within a reasonable 
time. 

The bills relating to this subject which I have introduced in the 
resent Congress are S. 570 and S. 1714. S. 570 is a refinement of 
ills I have introduced in former Con on this subject. S. 1714 

is a companion measure to H.R. 6303, introduced by the distin ished 
chairman of this committee, Representative Charles A. Buckley of 
New York. I am pleased to join Chairman Buckley in a mutual effort 
to seek support for this needed legislation. I am delighted to inform 
you that the bill has attracted considerable interest and support in 
the Senate. Among cosponsors of our bill in the Senate are the 
senior Senator from Oklahoma, Senator Kerr; the senior Senator 
from Ohio, Senator Lausche; the junior Senator from New York, 
Senator Keating; the two Senators from West Virginia, Senators 
Byrd and Ran st and also my able colleague from Connecticut, 
Senator Thomas d. 
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S. 570 and S. 1714 have the same goal of equitable reimbursement 
in view, but would provide different methods of reaching it. 

§.570 would: 

1. Declare it to be the policy of the Federal Government to 
reimburse the States, on an equitable basis, for acceptable high- 
ways, free or toll, which have been incorporated into the Inter- 
state System. 

2. Authorize the Secretary of Commerce to provide reim- 
bursement, upon request of a State, if he determines highways 
so incorporated meet Interstate System standards. The amount 
of reimbursement would be limited to the cost of the highway 
less depreciation, and less the total amount of Federal funds use 
in its construction. Additionally, in the case of toll highways, 
the reimbursement would be further reduced by deductions for 
the cost of all auxiliary facilities needed for its toll operation. 

3. Require the States to use funds so reimbursed for construc- 
tion of projects on highways which connect with the Interstate 
System and enhance its utility and, after completion of such 
projects, on any Federal-aid system. In other words, the pur- 

of this feature of the bill is to build up the connecting fa- 
cilities of the Interstate System and then if there are funds left 
over after the reimbursement and after that use they should be 
used on any Federal-aid system. No State matching funds would 
be required. 

In order to prevent excessive additions to the normal flow of 
funds from the highway trust fund in any single year, S. 570 pro- 
vides that a State shall have until July 1, 1974, to obligate reimbursed 
funds to its credit, with a provision that no more than 10 percent 
of the total credit may be obligated in any fiscal year. 

Your chairman’s bill, H.R. 6303, and my companion bill, S. 1714, 
declare a policy that each State in which a toll or free highway, or 
portion thereof, has been included in the Interstate System is entitled 
to reimbursement and that funds so reimbursed shall be used for 
construction of highways on the Federal-aid primary system. 

You note the difference between them is that my bill, S. 570, pro- 
vides for the connecting roads first, and then any Federal-aid system. 
Chairman Buckley’s bill calls for reimbursement for the construc- 
tion of highways on the Federal-aid primary highway system only. 

The bills authorize appropriations out of general funds in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated and not out of the wey trust 
fund—and this, of course, is a major departure from the financing 
— in my earlier bill, S. 570, and provided in the Highway 

venue Act of 1956, which was intended to finance completion of 
the Interstate System. 

The appropriations would be authorized over a 15-year period com- 
mencing with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1962, and would total 
the net reimbursable amount of $4,295,600,000. The amounts involved 
for any one fiscal year range between $225 and $360 million—clearly 
within a feasible area. 

The argument most often advanced against the Federal Govern- 
ment paying its just debts to the States for their contributions to 
the Interstate System is based solely on expediency. Where, it is 
asked, is the money coming from ? 
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Gentlemen, let us grasp the nettle firmly here. It is time for this 
Congress to recognize that the Federal Government can pay its bills 
only by taxing the people. Either we tax openly and honestly, or we 
ree the hidden, dishonest, cruel tax on inflation through deficit 

ncing. 

The proposed reimbursements to the States will, it should be noted, 
have no offect upon the budget for the next fiscal year. 

If the bills are enacted, ample time will be ee for inclusion 
of the amounts to be reimbursed in the budget for the succeeding fiscal 
year, commencing July 1, 1961. If offsetting savings cannot be 
found elsewhere in the buiete solution which is to be hoped for— 
then the money must come from taxation. 

I would prefer that the bill be paid by those who enjoy the ben- 
efits of these modern, safe highways. As you all know, we already 
face an impending shortage of funds in the highway trust fund which, 
under present law, will make it impossible this year to apportion 
funds for the Interstate System. 

President Eisenhower has recommended a temporary increase of 
ei Songs a gallon in the Federal tax on motor fuels, effective July 1, 
to keep the Highway Trust Fund on a pay-as-you-go basis and to 
maintain the planned construction schedule. 

I regret, gentlemen, that the leadership of this Congress apparent] 
is unwilling to act upon the President’s recommendation. Should, 
however, the Committee on Ways and Means of this body and the 
Senate Finance Committee belatedly give active consideration to a 
temporary increase in the motor fuels taxes, I hope they would also 
consider additional sources of revenues from highway users which 
could be used to finance the reimbursement program. 

The other alternative, as proposed by Chairman Buckley’s bill and 
the companion bill, is to finance reimbursements from general funds 
in the Press . Unless offsetting savings can be found elsewhere 
in the budget for fiscal 1961, the Con in the next session will be 
faced with the necessity of financing the program by taxation—either 
by raising taxes openly and honestly, or by the inflation tax of deficit 
ee Of these unpleasant alternatives, certainly I prefer the 

ormer. 

In any event, gentlemen, this committee and this Congress have 
the duty to pay debts owed by the Federal Government to the States. 
There is an obligation on the part of the Federal Government to re- 
imburse the States for the mileage the Federal Government has taken 
into the Interstate System without compensation. They bought it, 
ae they haven’t paid for it, gentlemen. That is the situation we are 

acing. 

The Federal Government encouraged the States to believe that 
they would be given credit for these Ee otherwise many of 
them would not have been built. It would be a gross miscarriage of 
justice if heavy penalties are imposed upon the very States who had 
the courage aa’ vision to undertake the construction of urgently 


needed highways prior to the enactment of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1956. Failure to enact a reimbursement bill would inflict 
such unjust penalties. 

Gentlemen, that concludes my prepared statement. I will be glad 
to answer a questions about this issue if any of the members pres- 
me any. 
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Mr. Davis. Senator, some time back I understood that a pro 
was made that instead of appropriating and paying the States back 
the money, that the Bureau of Public Roads would be directed to 
build or allot moneys for additional roads within a State. Your bill 
and Chairman Buckley’s bill do not approach it from that angle, 

e. 

~ Sinetee Busu. Well, our bill provides how the reimbursement 
funds must be used by the States. Both Mr. Buckley’s and my 
pill provide that. The provisions are slightly different, but I would 
not argue about that, as far as I am concerned. I mean, I would ac- 
cept his solely if that seems to be in the interests of all the States 
that are being reimbursed; but I think that the bills should provide 
how the money should be used by the States, as both the chairman’s 
pill and mine do provide. 

Mr. Davis. Very recently it has been the pleasure of some of us 
to observe the work done in New York and New J: ersey and Con- 
necticut. I think great tribute should be paid to Bert Tallamy and 
those associated with him in building this fine system up in your part 
of the country, and especially in New York, which I am referring 
to now, because the very standards of those roads have become the 
standards of the big Interstate System of Highways, which I think 
shows vision on the part of Mr. Tallamy and those associated with 
him. It makes this roadway to which you have been addressing 
yourself, very important as a very real and integral part of the Inter- 
state System. j 

Senator Busu. I certainly concur in your comments about Mr. 
Tallamy. I think we are very fortunate to have in the Bureau of 
Public Roads such an excellent man of such great experience and 
wisdom as Mr. Tallamy. He is first class. 

Mr. Davis. Certainly so. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Buckley, do you have any questions now ? 

The Cuatrman. No. I want to thank Senator Bush for his ap- 

ce here and his wp ote for my bill. Of course, I am very 
familiar with the State of Connecticut and the situation there. 

What is the population of the State now, Senator ? 

Senator Busu. It isin the order of 214 million. I think we can tell 
a little bit better after 1960, but I think that is about what it will be. 

The Cuarrman. The State of Connecticut is entitled to about $278 
million in reimbursement. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. They are now paying Federal taxes for highway 
construction but they are not receiving their proper share of mileage. 
Isthat right ? 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Should not Connecticut receive reimbursement so 
they can improve the Connecticut Turnpike. Is that not a new high- 


way 
Boater Busu. Yes, sir. It is the new 128-mile route which has 
been incorporated into this Interstate System, for which we received 
nothing from the Federal Government. 
The ay That is right, and with the increased population we 
need more highways in Connecticut. 
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Senator Busu. Yes,sir. There is no doubt about it. 

The CuHarrman. That isall. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Avcutnctoss. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. I merely 
want to observe that the distinguished Senator from Connecticut has 
come over here and enlightened us about what we should do. It makes 
me think of a statement or a slogan which was used by a Congressman 
from Pennsylvania. Time and again he would get up and say, “Where 
are you going to get the money ?” 

Senator Bus. Yes; I remember that Co man. He frequently 
comes back here and plays golf with some of his old colleagues, I be- 
lieve. “Where do we get the money?” It has sort of become his 
nickname. 

a Avcurnctoss. That is the only useless observation I have to 
make. 

Mr. Davis. It is a thing which is worrying all of us. Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirn. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Scurrer. This bill of yours would increase the cost of the 
Interstate System about how much? 

Senator Busu. $4,300 million, 

Mr. Scuerer. You are aware of the fact that the Interstate System 
ere going to cost about $9 billion more than originally contem- 
pla 

Senator Busu. Unhappily Iam, sir. I feared at the time it would. 

Mr. Scuerer. This wonld make it cost about $13 billion more than 
they provided financing for. 

_ Senator Busu. That is right. May I say to you in that connection, 
sir, that in just simple justice I think that these States such as New 
York and Connecticut, which have gone ahead and have already con- 
tributed substantial mileage to the Interstate System, in justice and 
equity have a prior claim to this highway fund, rather than those 
States which have not even begun, or have begun in a very modest way 
to make their contributions to the Interstate System. 

Mr. Scuerer. Yes, Senator. Iam from Ohio. 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scurrer. And we have done the same thing. I introduced 
a bill similar to your bill in the last session. ; 
Senator Busu. I recall that, Mr. Scherer. 
Mr. Scuerer. I am worried now, though, about financing the 

tem. That is my primary worry. There is no question about what 

ou say about the justice of having the States that have gone ahead 
being reimbursed. I agree with you on that. I am just worrying 
about the financing problem we are facing at this time and in the 
next few years. 3 

Senator Busu. That is right. I agree with that, sir. Under this 

bill the reimbursement would not begin in the next budget, but m 
the following budget. Reservations would have to be made in the 
amount of $225 million, and that would carry on for 7 years, after 
which it would go up to $275 million for 3 years, and then for the 
last 5 years up to $359 million. So that is the order of magnitude of 
these repayments, and they would not be increasing. They would 
be fixed. In that way they would not have a chance to swell from 
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$24 billion by $9 billion, as you pointed out, on the Interstate System 
itself. These amounts would be fixed with the legislation and there 
would not be any change in it, you see. af te 

Mr. Scuerer. I think 2 te mentioned in your testimony this point, 
but I have forgotten. s your bill contemplate paying the reim- 
bursements out of the general fund or out of the trust fund? I know 
Mr. Buckley’s does out of the general fund. 

Senator Boss. Yes. Mine conforms to his in that regard. My 
first bill, which is the companion bill, provided for it coming out 
of the highway fund. There again I am not firm on that point. 
Frankly, as I said in this statement, I would prefer to see it come out 
of the highway fund, which is a user’s tax. I am a great believer in 
the user’s tax, just as I am a believer in tolls, because that is a user’s 
tax right at the point of use. 

I would think this properly belonged in the highway fund. But 
if it cannot be put in the highway fund, then I think it is an obliga- 
tion of the United States and it should be so recognized and taken 
into the budget. 

The CHarrMAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Scuerer. I yield to Chairman Buckley. 

The Cuatrman. Do you realize that the State of Ohio is entitled 
to about $219 million under my bill ? 

Mr. Scuerer. I certainly do. 

The CHarrmMANn. Do you know when we voted out the 1956 Federal 
Highway Act we voted out 40,000 miles of new highway, that is, 
40,000 miles of new interstate highway, but today as a result of the 
inclusion of 10,953 miles of freeways, throughways, and turnpikes 
we will have only about 30,000 miles of new highway ¢ 

Mr. Scuerer. I suppose you are right. et mean by incorporat- 
ing the toll and freeways into the Interstate System we are going 
to have to build only approximately 30,000 miles ? 

The Cuarrman. About 30,000 miles of highways. 

Mr. Scuerer. I thought it was nearer 34,000. 

The Cuarman. About 30,000 miles. 

Mr. Scnerer. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. That isall. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Kluczynski. 

Mr. Kivczynsxr. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, but I am 
very much impressed with Senator Bush’s statement, and I whole- 
heartedly agree with you, and join in the thought where are we going 
to get the money. 

nator Busn. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Wright. 

Mr. Wricut. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwrn. Senator Bush, I have not seen your bill except as it 
has been mentioned in your statement. Do I understand that the pro- 
visions of your bill would mean that after the United States finishes 
reimbursing the various States for these toll roads, that they still would 
be collecting tolls? In other words, after we have reimbursed them 
over this 10-year period, even after that the toll roads would still be 
collecting tolls from anybody who uses them ? 
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Senator Busu. That would depend somewhat. I could not speak 
for all of the States. I believe as regards Connecticut the answer ig 
“Yes” because the length of the financing is longer than the 17-year 
period we are discussing here. So, therefore, in order to liquidate 
the bonds which are outstanding on the Connecticut Turnpike in the 
amount cf $400 million, I think it would take longer than this period 
to liquidate them and the tolls would be extended beyond this period 
of reimbursement. 

Mr. Batpwin. In your statement you mentioned that the United 
States had bought something and had not paid for it, Senator. 

Senator Busu. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwin. How can you reconcile that with the fact that after 
we evaaplete paying for it, we will still be asked to pay tolls if we 
use it? 

Senator Busu. As I said before, a toll is a tax just the same as any 
other tax. I don’t expect the United States to pay for this all at 
once. I expect them to pay for it over a period of 15 years. When I 
say they have not paid for it I mean they have not even given us an 
IO U. They simply said, “We will take in this section and make it 
a part of our beautiful Interstate System. It is just what we want. 
It meets all of the standards. You are awfully good fellows for hay- 
ing been so foresighted and so resourceful as to go ahead and fulfill 
this need in this heavily traveled part of the country, but, of course, 
we don’t expect to give you anything for that. We are going to put 
the money into States which have not done anything for us so far,” 

Mr. Batpwin. I understand your point, but how can we justify it 
to our taxpayers that even after we do pay you for all of that, our 
taxpayers will still be charged tolls for the privilege of using those 

' Senator Busu. The same applies to the taxpayers in our State and 
every State if there is a toll on it. 

Mr. McFatu. We do not have any tolls. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Batpwin. Yes. 

Senator Busu. We are going to use the funds which you reimburse 
us and which the Government reimburses us with for building up 
other roads on the Federal-aid system. 

Mr. Batpwin. But in our State—— 

‘ Senator Busn. Chairman Buckley’s bill provides for the use of the 
funds on any Federal-aid peRany system. 

Mr. Batpwrin. Yes, but what I am saying as far as the Interstate 
System is concerned, then your testimony is we should buy that, and 
when we get through buying it our taxpayers, who put up the money 
to buy it, will still be ay with tolls to use it. 

Senator Busu. Well, that is true, but you see what you are going 
to do is reimburse us so that we may build other sean which wi 
not be toll roads, with the funds that the Government is reimbursing 
us with. Do you see? 

Mr. McF atu. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Batpwin. Yes. 

Mr. McFauv. Senator Bush, I would like to explore a theoretical 
point which Mr. Baldwin brings out. Does the State of Connecticut 
pay for this road, or is it the interstate highway users, a class by 
themselves, who are building this road for the State of Connecticut? 
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tor Busu. This particular turnpike is paid for and will be 
i by tolls collected on the teenies by users from all States. 

. Mr. McFaut. Therefore it is the users of the Interstate Highway 

System who are paying the tolls and paying for the road. that 


Busu. That is correct. 

Mr. McF aut. Then is there any y se in the Federal Government 
giving this money to the State of Connecticut? They did not pay 

the road. tf 
_ rie Busu. Oh, yes, they did. We put our full faith and credit: 
behind this thing, and took all of the risks involved. 4 
Mr. McFaux. You just got through telling me it is the interstate 
ighway users for it. 
enator Busu. They are paying the tax to the State of Connecticut 
iust like they pay gasoline taxes which are financing the rest of the 
Interstate System. 

Mr. McFaut. All the State of Connecticut has put up is their 
credit. They have not put any money into it, have they ¢ 

Senator Busu. Oh, yes. 

Mr. McFatu. How much ? 

Senator Busu. $400 million. 

Mr. McFatx. Where is that money coming from ? 

Senator Busu. They borrowed the money. 

Mr. McFatu. And who is paying it? 

Senator Busu. Who is paying it? 

Mr. McF Yes. 

Senator Busu. I am telling you. It is being paid by taxation— 
the toll tax—just the same as the Federal gasoline tax is paying for 
the rest of the roads. Who is paying for that? 

Mr. McFaux. Who pays the toll tax? 

‘Senator Busu. The users. 

Mr. McF aux. Who is then eventually paying for the road ? 

Senator Busu. The users. 

Mr. McF atu. The users of the Interstate System. 

Senator Busu. It is the same thing for all 41,000 miles of it, Mr. 
McFall. Exactly. 

Mr. McFau. And that is the very reason why I oppose this bill, 
on the theory that the Interstate Highway System users are paying 
for this entire road, so why should we give it back to the States who 
are not paying it. 

Senator Busu. You differentiate between the two types of taxes. 
You say it is all right for the Federal gasoline tax to be used, but it 
is something different for the toll tax to be used. I maintain there 
is absolutely no difference between those two types of taxes. The 
only difference is that the toll tax is collected at the point of use, 
whereas you may buy gasoline 50 yards from our toll station and you 
ean do it, and you will use part of that gasoline on that road and part 
of it you may carry off the road to some place else. But there is no 
difference. 

Mr. Scuerer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. McFauu. Yes. 

Mr. Scurrer. Of course, the person who uses the toll road pays the 
toll tax and also pays the gasoline tax. So he pays double. 
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Senator Busn. Yes, but he does not live on the toll road. 

Mr. Scuerer. Part of the tax he pays is on the gasoline he uses on 
the toll roads. He pays twice then. 

Senator Busu. Of course, the combination could be less than what 
he might pay in another State through the gas tax alone. The thi 
which we must recognize, and I think we have got to recognize bagi. 
cally, is that there is no real difference between the toll as a tax and 
the gasoline tax. Both are users’ taxes. The only difference is that 
the toll tax is collected right on that spot and it provides for the use 
on that day and at that minute. But actually the gasoline tax is q 
users’ tax just as much as the toll tax is. 

Mr. Scuerer. What you say, Senator, of course, is true, with the 
exception that the person who pays the toll when he gets to the toll- 
house is using that portion of the Interstate System, and is also pay- 
ing in addition his gasoline tax for the use of that same mileage over 
which he drives. 

Senator Buss. Of course, he is paying his gasoline tax and he is 
paying for the whole highway system throughout the whole State, 

e is paying his contribution to the Federal-aid system throughout 
the United States. Every time he buys a gallon of gasoline, no 
matter what road he buys it on. 

Mr. McF au. But there was a certain portion of this tax which was 
added in the original Federal-aid highway bill which was to pay for 
the Interstate System. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Scuerer. We added a 2-cent tax. 

Mr. McF att. So that this tax is supposed to be earmarked for the 
Interstate System. The tolls that are being paid for a portion of 
the Interstate System by the interstate users then should be ear- 
marked and used for the Interstate System, and not the roads within 
the State of Connecticut or any other State. 

Mr. Scuerer. I am agreeing with your conclusion. In the toll 
States like mine the person who uses the tolls pays twice. He pays 
his toll and pays a portion of his gasoline tax for using that same mile- 

when he rides on the toll roads. 

nator Busu. You see, I don’t believe you really feel a State should 
be penalized for having used the toll tax as a device to finance a 
very much needed highway, and a heavily traveled section. You 
don’t mean that, I am sure. ; 

Mr. McFaut. If you can show me the penalty. Can you show me 
the penalty ? 

Senator Busu. For what? 

Mr. MoF atx. You tell me me there is a penalty, Senator. Is there 
a ity there? 

nator Busu. Yes. The penalty can take place if we do not get 
reimbursed for this particular property which the Federal Govern- 
ment is going to take over into the system. 

Mr. McF aux. It seems to me you are begging the question in your 
answer. What is the penalty in the first place? 

Senator Busu. The only penalty involved is the penalty of having 
another State preferred over the State which has gone ahead and done 
the job. Then the Federal Government has taken that portion over 
into the Interstate System, but penalized the State by not giving it 
its share of the highway funds. 
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Mr. McFauu. Are you not trying to tell me the State of Connecti- 
cut is being penalized for having a road on the Interstate System 
which has not been paid for by the highway tax, but which has been 

id for by the toll users, and therefore in some way you feel it is 

ing paid for by the State of Connecticut, while it has not been paid 
for by the State of Connecticut at all, but 1 think we have agreed that 
it has been paid for by the interstate highway users who pay the toll. 

Senator Busu. I will have to answer your question not in a yes 
or no, but in this way: As all of you gentlemen on this committee 
know, the Federal Government is paying 90 percent. It is not pay- 
ing half, but is paying 90 percent of the cost of this Interstate Sys- 
tem. Now, that is something new. This is the first time we have 
ever done anything like that. So they say, these are the standards 
and this is what we want. Then they look around and they find 
they have already got some 10,000 miles of highway that they can 
take right _ that system. ‘They say then they are not going to pay 

' I just 4 not see how anybody can think it is fair when you say 
that they can do that and yet go out into other States where nothing 
has been done toward this enormous program, which is a very desir- 
able national program, and say we are going to pay 90 percent of the 
costs of this new, modern road. 

Mr. McF aux. Let us take two stretches of road in the State of 
Connecticut. One is the Connecticut toll road and one of them is a 
90-10 Federal road, which is of the Interstate System. I pre- 
sume you have some stretches of road there. 

Senator Busu. No, I do not think we have any completed. Not yet. 

Mr. McF aut. Well, someday you will. In some States it is, like in 
Pennsylvania and New York. 

Senator Busu. Allright. Yes. 

Mr. McF aux. The funds, as I understand it, that go into the pay- 
ment of the Interstate System, come presumably from, the way the 

work it out, that portion of the tax which goes into the trust fun 
which comes from the users of the Interstate System. 

Would you agree to that? 

Senator Busu. To the extent that these toll roads are on the Inter- 
state System. 

Mr. McF atu. No, I am talking about the money that comes from 
the Federal Government from the Federal gasoline tax, which is 
being used to build the Interstate System. 

Senator Busu. The nontoll roads. 

Mr. McFauu. Yes, the nontoll roads. 

Senator Busu. Yes, that comes from pootine taxpayers. 

Mr. McFaut. And that can best be broken up as probably comi 
from the interstate users because it is only a portion of the Fede 
gasoline tax. Is that right? 

Senator Busu. Ninety percent of it comes from the Federal gaso- 
line tax. The other 10 percent would be from the State gasoline tax. 

Mr. McFaut. In this case then you have a road built 90 percent by 
the interstate users and 10 percent by the State. 

Senator Bus. That is right. 
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Mr. McFauu. The money for the toll road in Connecticut comes 
entirely from the interstate users. The State of Connecticut does not 
put anything into it. 

Senator Busu. No. 

Mr. McFatt. Yes, it does. That is what you just got through 
telling me. 

Senator Busu. My dear fellow, those bonds are guaranteed by the 
highway fund of the State of Connecticut 100 percent. It is all 
haa ay The whole faith and credit of the State is behind those 

nds. 

Peg McFauu. Fine. But not a dime of the State’s funds go in 
ere, 

Senator Busu. What are the State’s funds? They are nothing but 
taxes collected from the people. 

Mr. McFatt. That is true, but these taxes that go to pay off these 
toll bonds do not come from the people, but they come from the inter- 
state highway users who pay these tolls. 

Senator Busy. Who are the users? Aren’t they the people? 


Mr. McFatt. Surely, but they are Interstate Highway users and: 


not the people of Connecticut. 

Senator Bus. Most of them are people in Connecticut. 

aes Youne. Senator, 90 percent of them are local users, are they 
not 

Senator Busu. Yes. I cannot estimate that exactly. 

Mr. McFatt. Here you have a toll road in the State of Connecticut 
which is paid for entirely, 100 percent, by the interstate highway 
users—by the users of that road. 

Senator Busn. That is right. 

Mr. MoFatz. And here you have a road which is built as a free 
road, but built 10 percent by the people of Connecticut and_ 90 percent 
by the interstate nr vas users. So ina way the State of Connecticut 
would be better off to have a but toll roads because then they 
would not have to pay 10 percent of their highway funds into it. 

Senator Busu. The trouble with you is you do not recognize the 
gasoline tax as a user tax. It is just as much of a user tax as the toll 
tax. 
Mr. McFatuu. Very much so, That is the basis of my contention. 
But a toll is also a users’ tax. ‘ 

Senator Busu. Surely. 

Mr. McFatx. And it is an interstate users’ tax when it is applied 
to a toll road which interstate users use. 

Senator Busu. Of course, you assume that because this is called 
an interstate highway that in our State most of the traffic comes from 
other States, but it does not. I would say at least 90 percent of it, 
as you drive around it and look at the license plates, will be Connecti- 
cut license plates. I do not know how we can actually prove the figure 
is 90 percent because I do not think any record is kept at the toll sta- 
tions, but I can assure you people going back and forth to work be- 
tween New Haven and Bridgeport and New London and up and down 
that southern coast of Connecticut use this thing every day to go back 
and forth to and from work and to do their shopping on. 

Mr. McFatt. I will agree with you, Senator. A lot of this is 
theory and I have been taking up a lot of time of the members of the 
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ittee in arguing this out with you, and perhaps I should not do 
"Senator Busu. I appreciate your giving me a chance to amplify 
my case. £G ~ 
re is one more thing I would like to say. Im my town of Green 
‘aah ¥ stretch along pn Toth miles of the Long Island shore. There 
are four railroad stations in this town, and if you have ever been on 
the road you know you come to Greenwich, Cos Cob, Riverside, and 
Old Greenwich. The people who live down in Old Greenwich do their 
shopping in the shopping centers down at Greenwich. How do they 
own there? They go right straight down on the Connecticut 
Teenpike. I would say on that particular stretch of highway more 
than 90 percent of it is local, State users. 

The CuamrMan. Will you yield for a minute? 

Mr. McFauu. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. When we reported the 1956 Highway Act we 
intended that 41,000 miles of interstate highway be built. Is that 
not correct ? 

Mr. McF atu. I believe so. I was not here, Mr. Buckley, but I 
assume it is correct. 

The Cuamman. Let me explain this to you, if I may. 

Now, the State of Connecticut, which Senator Bush represents, is 
allocated about 303 miles on the Interstate System. They built a high- 
way of about 120 miles in length. They did not ask to have that ~- 
way put on the Interstate System, but it has been included in the 


m. 

New York State was allotted 1,227 miles on the Interstate. About 
568 miles of the New York Thruway was included in this allocation. 
We did not ask to have the New York Thruway eat on the Interstate 
System. We figured we were going to get 1,227 miles on a 90-10 
basis the same as other States. The same thing happened to States 
like Oklahoma and Ohio and other States which happened to be 
prescient and build toll highways. The Commerce Department 
stepped in and took over these State-built highways and placed them 
in the Interstate System. 

Instead of building 40,000 miles or 41,000 miles of highways on 
the Interstate System as was originally planned, we now plan to build 
30,000 miles of new highways. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, on this point, if the committee would 

ive me just 3 minutes I would like to read from the statement made 
by the chairman of this committee himself on this very subject that 
my friend, Mr. McFall, and I have been discussing—this tax: business. 

is, I think, makes it perhaps clearer than I have been able to make 
it in this colloquy. 

This is in the -, ep Record of April 13, 1959, and it appears 
on page A2976 of the appendix: 


In view of the foregoing, it is difficult to understand the objection to giving. 


4 credit for toll roads. One of the most frequent arguments used is the state- 
ment that the traveler has to pay a toll, as well as a tax on gasoline, motor fuel, 
and any other so-called highway user taxes, the proceeds of which are used for 
highway construction. An analysis of this argument indicates: that it is based 
upon a false premise, The false premise is that the highway user taxes in all 


States are the same. In fact they are not. The rates of these taxes vary from 
State to State. 
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If these taxes were uniform in all of the States it might be claimed that the 
toll-road user was being subjected to an extra burden for the use of the highway, 
Whether such an extra burden should, by itself, warrant a refusal to allow g 
credit for a toll road is highly questionable. The road is there and available 
for use. Its use must be economical or travelers would not pay the tolls. The 
construction of a free parallel road would be an economic waste. All of these 
considerations indicate that the contention is invalid even if the premise were 
sound. 

However, these taxes are not uniform. A person traveling across the country 
pays one tax in one State and another in another. When a traveler goes from 
State A where he has paid a 4-cent tax into State B where he has paid a 7-cent 
tax, he is paying more for the use of the highway, just as he is when he useg a 
toll road and pays the toll. Can it be claimed that State B, because it charges 
a higher tax, should not receive credit for its free roads since it places an extra 
burden on the traveler from State A? To put the question is to answer it. Ob. 
viously, our whole form of government contemplates that the different States 
may have different laws and different taxes. When the user of a toll road pays 
a toll, he does no more than pay a higher tax, just as he does in a State which 
charges him a higher tax for his gasoline. Certainly the payment of the tol] 
cannot be a fair ground for differentiation between giving a State a credit or 
not giving a State a credit. 

This is clearly true when it is borne in mind that roads usually are paid for 
by the people who use them. It is indeed difficult to understand why the form 
of the tax should require a distribution. In some States roads are paid for out 
of the general treasury and it is not possible to trace just which taxes were 
used, although the so-called highway-user taxes contribute to the general funds, 
In other States containing constitutional provisions against diversion of certain 
highway-user taxes it is easy to point to the particular tax which pays for the 
roads. In the case of toll roads the construction is paid for by the person who 
actually uses that particular road. Whether the taxes are paid from the general 
funds, from specific so-called highway-users taxes, or by the person using the 
road, is immaterial insofar as the ultimate fact is concerned that the road ig 
there, that it is being used, and that it is part of the Interstate System. 

Another argument advanced against the recognition of toll roads is that those 
States contributing toll roads would not be hurt, because the toll roads do not 
cost the States a penny. In the first place, the question is not whether the 
States would be hurt or would not be hurt, but whether they are entitled to a 
credit. It has been pointed out above that, since these States have supplied 
the roads and the toll is merely another form of tax, they clearly are entitled to 
a credit. Accordingly, this negative approach or argument loses its force at the 
outset. 


To me that is an unanswerable argument. In one State they pay 
all of it by the gasoline taxes and in another State they pay part by 
the ine tax and part by toll tax. 

r. McFatu. That would depend on the State. 

Senator Busu. I am talking about the States. My friend is talking 
about the States and I am talking about the States. 

Mr. McFauu. That would depend on an analysis of each individual 
State. You tell me theoretically they do. But do they? 

Senator Bus. If we did not put the toll on 127 miles of Con- 
necticut Turnpike, how would we pay for it? We would have to 
increase the gas tax. 

Mr. McFaut. What is your gasoline tax in Connecticut, Senator! 

Senator Busu. I think it is 4 cents. That is the State tax. But 
you see my point? 

Mr. MoF au. Yes. We have lots of free highways in California. 
And what is our State tax in California? Six cents. 

Mr. Cramer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McFau. Yes. It is the Senator who is yielding. He has 
yielded all of his time. 
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Mr. Cramer. The way these interstate roads have gotten on the 
Interstate System initially was at the State’s request. That is the 
only way any State mileage became part of the Interstate System— 
was on the State’s r9.wary But the point I am primarily interested 
in is the timeliness of this legislation. 

Section 210 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 provides for 
a report in 1961 by the Department of Commerce on the financi 
methods and costs of construction which will include the err 
$14 billion increase in the anticipated or estimated cost, plus other 

lems. Do you not believe that would be a better time to consider 

is matter in that this is a long-range and unequivocal that 

the Congress is obligated to carry on? Do you not think that would 

be a better time to consider it rather than this time with the problems 
which will obviously face us in 1961? } 

Senator Busu. No. I am sorry to say I cannot agree that putting 
it off will accomplish anything except injure the chances of os 
this type of recognition. I think putting it off would very likely 
the bill, so to speak. I would be very much opposed to any further 
delay in this. 09 

Mr. CraMeEr. From your answer I would infer that you would antici- 
pate the 1961 report is going to indicate substantial additional taxes 
will be needed to cover the substantial increased cost; therefore, any 
additional cost resulting from this 10,800 miles being added for reim- 
bursement in excess of $4,800 million would thus be jeopardized ? 

Senator Busu. Yes. I think these additional amounts I mentioned 
beginning with $225 million a year in fiscal year 1962 should be taken 
into account when this agonizing reappraisal takes place. 

Mr. Cramer. I assume you are familiar with the report ae at ye 
this on February 1 pursuant to the act on the sug ted methods o 
reimbursement proposed by the administration. reimbursement is 
to take place, these are two possibilities. But in both instances reim- 
bursement would take place after 1972, extending the trust fund tax- 
ing — and permitting reimbursement for an additional 5-year 


What is your attitude concerning that ? 

Senator Busu. Of course, I do not think that would be adequate 
recognition of the problem at all. We are faced, and I think most 
States are, with this heavily increased traffic all the time, and this 
heavily increased travel. We need this money now to put into other 
sections of highway systems. We need it now and not in 1972. 

Mr. Cramer. The purpose of the 1956 legislation primarily as I 
understand it, was to complete the Interstate System. Obviously if 
money is going to be sidetracked for reimbursement there will be that 
much less available to complete the system in the time involved. We 
have to make a choice, do we not, of either completing the system 
and then reimbursing, or else admitting with the present attitude of 
Congress concerning gasoline taxes, and so forth, that the results will 
be a slowing up in the completion of the Interstate System when 
these toll facilities and highways are already constructed to standards. 

Senator Busu. I think the point is very simple. They have to 
recognize that this is an obligation incident to the whole plan and it 
has to be recognized now. 
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Mr. Cramer. Let us assume it is an obligation. Does it have to be 
recognized with money now, or could it be recognized as suggested 
in 2 then ? 

Senator Bus. I think the purpose of recognizing it now is so t 
the States involved can go use thie between now 
1972 to improve their highwa — within the States in accord. 
ance with the provisions of the bill on other federally aided high. 
way systems. 

I doubt that there is a State involved that does not need this money 
for additional highway systems, and I cannot see any reason why be- 
cause these States have been forehanded that they should be the ones 
to be put off until 1972. I do not wish to draw any comparisons, but 
from what I learned during the preparation of this bill in 1956, at 
which time I served with some of these gentlemen in conference on 
that bill, I would say that the need for this reimbursement money js 
much more pressing in some of the States that are going to get it than 
it is in some of the States where they are going to get 90 percent con- 
tribution to the Interstate System, and where the travel factor is very, 
very light indeed, and it is very questionable that they really need it, 
so to speak, the traffic is so light. 

Mr. McFaxu. The interstate highway users need it especially going 
through Nevada. All the people going through there are going 
from one State to another. 

Senator Busu. That is right. I believe in the system and I was 
for it and I am still for it. I believe we should have it and it is v 
important. But there is always a question of relative need, and the 
relative need is greater where the traffic is much higher. It is that 
simple, I think. 

e CuarrMAn. Would you say, Mr. Cramer, all States made the 
request to go on the Interstate System? I know of very few States 
that made the request to go on the Interstate System. "The State of 
Texas today is fighting the Bureau of Public Roads. They do not 
want a freeway put on the Interstate System. They want the mileage 
that was allotted to them at 90-10. And New York State to my 
knowledge did not request it. 

Mr. Tallamy, who is going to testify here soon, knows that New 
York State did not make such a request. We understood we were 
going to get 1,227 miles of highways and we are paying the taxes for 
that mileage—a Federal tax. If we miscalculated the overall cost of 
this road program we should now act to take care of the additional 
cost but it is still our obligation to reimburse those States, which 
have had their highways placed on the Interstate System. Many 
States did not want their roads placed in the Interstate autho. 

New York would like to have the 1,227 miles of new highways it is 
entitled to under this p m. The New York Thruway eventually 
will pay for itself. Isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right. 

The Cuarmman. That is right. 

Mr. Cramer. I don’t wish to be argumentative. Iam sure Mr. Tal- 
lamy can answer the question, but it was my understanding that 
initially, with State agreement, certain terminal points were estab- 
lished and it was up to the States to determine what routes would serve 
those terminal points. In those cases where there was an existing 
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ay between such points, then the State obviously used that, and 


the building of that route was obviated. But the State was consulted 


in advance as to where the Interstate System was needed. © 
However, I am sure Mr. Tallamy can answer the question. I do 


ot wish to be argumentative. 
: The Carman. Do you think the people of Massachusetts, Mr. 


Cramer, would have been for this bill had they known at that time 


that the Massachusetts Turnpike was going to be deducted from the 


_ mileage allocated to the State of Massachusetts? Massachusetts now 


wants reimbursement for this lost mileage. 
_ Mr. Cramer. -I think the bill spoke for itself. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. I think this is a matter for executive session. I 
would like to hear from this Mr. Tallamy, whoever he is. I think the 
Senator made a splendid statement and I do not propose to have any 
questions toask him. Let us put Mr. Tallamy on. ; 

Mr. Davis. The Chair hopes we can proceed. We have taken quite 
a lot of time. 

Are there any further questions? 

Senator Busu. I want to thank the committee for its patience with 
me. Iam sorry if I have overstayed my welcome here. I did not in- 
tend to, certainly, but I certainly commend Mr. Tallamy to this com- 
mittee’s tender mercies. 

Mr. Davis. Now we will hear from Mr. Tallamy. He is yielding, 
of course, to the Under Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Frederick 
Mueller. 

We are glad to have you here, Mr. Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF FREDERICK H. MUELLER, UNDER SECRETARY OF 
COMMERCE, ACCOMPANIED BY B. D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGH- 
WAY ADMINISTRATOR, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Muetter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As you said, Mr. 'Tallamy was here with me and other officials from 
the Bureau of Public Roads, who will be able to answer technically an 
questions that members of the committee would like to ask. But if it 
is agreeable with you, sir, I would like to read the prepared statement 
that I have. 

Mr. Davis. All right, sir. The members of the committee have 
oo of your statement and we will follow along. 

- Muetier. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I ap- 
ea this opportunity to present the views of the Department of 
mmerce with respect to H.R. 6303, H.R. 6604, and similar legislation. 

H. R. 6303 would add a new section to title 28, United States Code, 
home for reimbursement to the States for certain toll or free 

ighways on the Interstate System. Funds so reimbursed would be 
used for the construction of highways on the Federal-aid primary sys- 
tem, and would be in addition to any other amounts authorized for 
that system. The bill would also provide for the apportionment of 
such additional amounts, on or before January 1, next preceding the 
beginning of the fiscal year for which authorized, in accordance with 
the table contained therein showing the percentage which each State 
would receive of the total amount to be apportioned for each fiscal 
year. The Federal share payable on projects constructed with such 
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a would be 100 percent unless the State elected to pay a share of 
e cost. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, parenthetically, that the table that was 
presented to you by the Bureau of Public Roads including a percent 
of the national total was based somewhat on estimates, and we would 
like the opportunity of presenting a finalized percentage for the use 
of the committee. It will vary to a very smal pes: but there are 
some minor differences, and if the committee would report out a bill 
including these percentages, we would like to have them absolutely 
accurate. 

H. R. 6604 is similar to H.R. 6303, but would also provide that a 
State may use funds which are so reimbursed for toll or free roads to 
liquidate the cost of any toll road, bridge, or tunnel which is a part 
of the Interstate System, including the liquidation of any bonds out- 
xe fa constituting a valid lien against such toll road, bridge, or 
tunnel. 

Each of the bills would specifically authorize the appropriation of 
funds out of the general fund of the Treasury. A total of nearly $4.3 
billion would be authorized to be appropriated over a 15-year period, 
$225 million each year for fiscal years 1962 through 1966, $275 million 
each year for fiscal years 1967 through 1971, and $359.12 million each 
year for fisca] years 1972 through 1976. 

The Department of Commerce is opposed to the enactment of the 
pro legislation. 

e President pointed out in his budget message transmitting a 
balanced budget for the fiscal year 1960 that both domestic and ae 
fense needs required that we keep our financial house in order, and 
that two policies would have to be adhered to in order to accomplish 
this objective. The first of these policies was that there must be a 
review of all Government activities as a part of the continuing budget- 
ary process from year to year. The second policy was that new a 

ams and proposals must be examined with a critical eye. e 

ident emphasized that desirability alone was not a sound criterion 
for adding to Federal responsibilities, and that the impact today and 
tomorrow on the entire Nation must be carefully assessed. 

Moreover, the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 established the prin- 
ciple that highway users, rather than general taxpayers, should pay 
the cost of i ederal-aid highways. This act established a highway 
trust fund, and this trust fund has been the depository for revenues 
from the Federal motor fuel taxes and certain other Federal taxes 
on highway users. It is from these receipts that expenditures have 
been made for the Federal share of the costs of the Federal-aid high- 
way projects. Thus, an appropriation of well over $4 billion for 
highway purposes out of the general fund would be inconsistent with 
the principles established by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 
and the Highway Revenue Act of 1956. 


However, any expenditures from the trust fund for reimbursement 
would substantially diminish the funds which would be available for 


urgently needed highway onstruction on the Interstate System. it 
was for this reason, as the Secretary of Commerce pointed out in his 


letter of January 16, 1959, transmitting two possible methods or for- 
mulas to the Congress, without op an opinion as to their de- 


sirability, for reimbursement to the States by the Federal Govern- 
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ment for the cost of certain highways on the Interstate System, that 
no attempt was made to develop methods of reimbursement involving 
the expenditure of funds prior to completion of the Interstate Sys- 
tem, or prior to the approval of projects for its completion. 

Current estimates indicate that the receipts of the highway trust 
fund under existing law will be insufficient to complete the system as 
now authorized within the period of time originally contemplated. 
Unless additional revenues are made available to the highway trust 
fund, it will be necessary to forego completely of 
interstate funds during the calendar year 1959 (for fiscal year 1961) 
and the aportionment during the calendar year 1960 (for fiscal year 
1962) would amount to only $500 million. Thereafter, interstate ap- 
portionments would amount to $1.7 or $1.8 billion annually, or about 
three-fourths of the annual amount authorized by statute. 

In addition to the serious question of financing, the bills now before 
the committee do not contain provision for certain matters of im- 


rtance. 

M Neither H.R. 6303 nor H.R. 6604 makes provision that toll roads 
on account of which reimbursement would be made would be free 
when paid for. Although H.R. 6604 would permit the use of re- 
imbursed funds to pay off toll facility obligations, there is no require- 
ment that even these facilities be freed of tolls. The absence of a 
definite toll-free requirement in re case seems inconsistent with the 
basic principle of Federal-aid highway legislation that Federal-aid 
highways be free of tolls. 

The partment also considers that the routes of the Interstate 
System on account of which a State may receive additional funds 
under any proposed plan for reimbursement should be subject to con- 
ditions such as those contained in section 111 of title 23, United States 
Code, relating to the control of access to the Interstate System and not 
permitting the use of the rights-of-way of the system for construction 
or location of automotive service stations or other commercial estab- 
lishments serving motor vehicle users. We believe this to be desirable 
in the interests of uniformity among all segments of the system. The 
pending bills do not contain such a requirement. 

It is strongly urged that careful consideration be given to eve 

hase of the problem of reimbursement in order that no action 

taken which may delay the completion of the Interstate System as 
now authorized, impede the progress of constructing the other Fed- 
eral-aid highway systems, create an additional burden on the general 
fund, or be inconsistent with the purposes for which the highway 
trust fund was established. b 

For the reasons that [ have discussed, the Department recommends 
against the favorable consideration of H.R. 6303, H.R. 6604, or simi- 
lar legislation. 

That completes my statement presentation, Mr, Chairman. _ 

My. Davis. 1 think the issue is joined. You made a very direct, 
positive, and clear statement of the position of your Department. 

Mr. Chairman Buckley, do you have any questions! 

The Cuamman. Mr. Mueller, I would like to state the present ad- 


ministration in New York State has a different idea of rermbursement. 
Governor Rockefeller talked to me ng? and said he is for my 


bill. Not only did he tell me he was for my bill, but I think some of 
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the Members on the other side of the aisle were present when he said 
he was for my bill. I think you were present, Mr. Dooley, when he 
said that. 

Mr. Dootey. That is right. I recall that, and I may say I am for 
your bill. 

The Cuarrman. And you are for my bill. That is fine. 

Mr. Kuvczynsxi. Mr. Dooley is a good man. 

The Cuairman. If we do not have reimbursement then States like 
California, where the people of California are paying a Federal tax 
will lose about $260 million. That is what they will have contribu 
but will not receive from the Federal Government. The State of Ohio 
is entitled to about $219 million because the people of the State of Ohio 
are also paying that Federal tax. 

This seems grossly unfair to me because we originally voted for a 
40,000-mile new highway system and we are only getting 30,000 new 
miles of highways. 

If there has been some miscalculation as to the cost of this system 
of highways, then I think this has to be corrected. Nevertheless the 
States should get the allocated mileage they were entitled to under 
the 1956 Highway Act which the Congress enacted into law, and 
which was signed by the President. 

Mr. Mvustier. Mr. BEA» may I just say this: I do not believe 
I in my statement stated that the administration, and certainly I 
not personally, am not in favor of reimbursement. 

The Cuarrman. You are not in favor? 

Mr. Mvetter. I said I did not make that statement that we were 
not in favor of reimbursement. 

The Cuamman. Oh, but you want to go to 1972 to do it. 

Mr. Muetter. It would + my considered judgment, sir, that the 
fact is if the Congress would accept the principle of reimbursement 
and the States would be able to plan at some future time for that, 
that that would meet at least part of the problem from the stand- 
point you have indicated. Am I right, sir? 

The Cuamman. I do not know whether you are right or not. I 
cannot tell you that. I really cannot. Mr. Wright. 

Mr. Wricurt. I am intrigued by your statement contained on page 
4 of your remarks wherein you argue in favor of a toll-free require- 
ment and speak of the basic principle of Federal aid to highway 
legislation as being that “Federal aid to highways means highways 
free of tolls.” If it is the feeling of the Department that this is the 

basic principle of Federal aid to highway legislation, why were the 
Bureau of Public Roads and the Commerce Department so quick to 
seize upon all of these toll roads and bring them into the Interstate 
System, with no anticipation at all of ever paying them off and mak- 
ing them free of tolls? 

r. Muexier. It is my understanding, and Mr. Tallamy can cor- 
rect me if I am wrong, although I do not believe I am, that the toll 
roads, or the Interstate System within any State, is designated by 
the State highway department or the State itself. If the State 
elected to put one of its toll roads into the Interstate System and it 
met Me requirements of the Federal-aid program, it was accepted as 

of it. 

Am I right, Mr. Tallamy ? 
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Mr. Tattamy. Fundamentally you are correct. There is another 
basic principle, however, which I think we ought to point out. That 
is that the Interstate System was designed and enacted to connect 
certain industrial and metropolitan areas of the United States. Those 
were indicated in the previous testimony regarding the development 
of legislation for the interstate and also were indicated on the various 
maps which the committees of Congress had before them for a num- 
ber of years in considering the basic Interstate System. So therefore 
when the States made the designation or requested the designation of 
the highways connecting certain cities, it was following a route which 
had been established which met the Interstate System and which 
did connect those cities, and which was authorized in the 1956 inter- 
state legislation. 

Mr. Wrieur. Now, Mr. Tallamy, I understand that, and I under- 
stand you are telling me there had to be some agreement on the part 
of each of these States before you incorporated their toll roads into the 
system. Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Mr. Wricur. All right. Now tell us the mechanics by which you 
went about getting this agreement. Was it explained to the States 
that the Bureau of Public Roads and the Department of Commerce 
were not going to recommend any kind of a reimbursement on those 
roads, or did they fully anticipate by reason of the language which 
was placed in the bill and in the conference committee that they were 
going to get reimbursed? Did they understand you fellows were going 
tocome up here and recommend against any reimbursement to liberate 
these roads from the tolls ¢ 

Mr. Muextrr. I can’t answer that question, Mr. Wright. Can you? 

Mr. TatiaAmy. Well, I might say this: That the States, when they 
requested the designation of the routes, followed the intent of the legis- 
lation to connect different cities. So they had a reason for doing it. 
When they did it, of course, they did it with the full knowledge of 
the 1956 act, which stated that the Congress was going to consider the 
matter of reimburement and then in the light of the information 
decide the issue. 

Mr. Wricut. Well, they had read the law, I dare say, just as some 
of us-have read it, after it came back from the conference committee 
with this more or less nebulous language in it. The law also stipulated, 
if I am correct, that the Department of Commerce was instructed to 
make a recommendation to the Congress. 

Mr. Tatuamy. No. The law indicated we were to submit the facts 
to Con , but the law specifically indicated Congress was going to 
make the determination. 

Mr. Wricur. Of course, Congress would make the determination, 
but let us dig it out and go back and find it and see if there is not a 
stipulation by which the Bureau of Public Roads was directed, or the 
Department of Commerce was directed, to make a report to the Con- 
gress not later than some time last year or the year before last, which 
report I think I did not see. 

r. Muetirr. I have it here in the letter the Secretary wrote on 
January 16, 1959, to the Speaker of the House. 

Mr. Wricnr. That is this year. 

Mr. Mvetier. But he refers in that to the committee reports, Senate 
Report 2480 and House Report 2267, accompanying House Joint 
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Resolution 654, which was subsequently enacted as Public Law 85-845 
which makes it quite clear that the Secretary of Commerce is required 
only to submit to the Congress possible methods of making such re- 
2 without being required to make any recommendations ag 
to that. 

Mr. Wricut. Excuse me. I did not mean to interrupt you. 

Mr. Mvueuirr. That is all right. 

Mr. Wricut. But if you have the language which appeared in the 
law itself, let us read it, and while reading it let us place ourselves 
in the position of the State highway departments and see if that lan- 

uage did not lead them naturally to a conclusion that it was probable 
that these roads were going to be reimbursed and liberated from tolls, 

Mr. Mvrtuer. I have it here on page 12, or it starts on page 11, 
section 114. 

Mr. Scnerer. Of the 1956 act? 

Mr. Mvetier. Of the 1956 act. This is section 114 and it is head- 
lined “Determination of Policy with Respect to Reimbursement for 
Certain Highways.” 

It is hereby declared to be the intent and policy of the Congress to determine 
whether or not the Federal Government should equitably reimburse any State 
for a portion of a highway which is on the Interstate System, whether toll or 
free, the construction of which has been completed subsequent to August 2, 1947, 
or which is either in actual use or under construction by contract, for completion, 
awarded not later than June 30, 1957: Provided, That such highway meets the 
standards required by this title for the Interstate System. The time method, 
and amounts of such reimbursement, if any, shall be determined by the Con- 
gress following a study which the Secretary of Commerce is hereby authorized 
and directed to conduct, in cooperation with the State highway departments, 
and other agencies as may be required, to determine which highways in the 
Interstate System measure up to the standards required by this title, including 
all related factors of cost, depreciation, participation of Federal funds, and 
any other items relevant thereto. A complete report of the results of such 
rior shall be submitted to the Congress within 10 days subsequent to January 2, 

Now, that was done, sir. 

Mr. Wricur. Now I am certainly going to concede to you that this 
language did not say we were going to reimburse, but I am inclined 
to the belief that those State highway departments which acceeded to 
the incorporation of their toll roads into this system fully anticipated 
a reimbursement by reason of this language, which suggested it. 

There is this further question I have, and T do not want to leave the 
impression that I am making some accusation against the Department, 
but is it not true that you were in some haste to get these toll roads in- 
corporated into the system, and that you succeeded in incorporating 
them into the system prior to the time set aside for your report, in 
which you recommended no reimbursement? 

Mr. Mueuier. Well, Mr. Wright, I would say this: I do not think 
that there was any haste on the part of the Petia or the Bureau 
of Public Roads of the Department to do this. I think it is only 
natural, as Mr. Tallamy pointed out. You are connecting two cities. 
A toll road that was constructed, or a freeway that was constructed 
prior to the enactment of this legislation in 1956 would naturally 
choose the most favorable route between two principal cities in the 
State. It would be uneconomic not to incorporate that into such a 

yee because why would you build a competing highway under the 
irection of this act parallel to that present freeway or toll highway? 
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Mr. Biatn1&. Will the gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. Wrieut. I will yield. 

Mr. Buatnik. I think the gentleman is bringing out a very per- 
tinent point in this whole controversial and complex matter. 

Now, Mr. Mueller, in determining the most feasible route between 
two major cities in a case where it already been determined and 
a toll road built, was it not made pretty clear and plain that a State 
just would not build a parallel interstate system in which the Federal 
Government would pay 90 percent of the road? The State had no 
choice in the matter except to hope that this provision calling for the 
report from the Bureau of Public Roads and the Department of Com- 
merce would give them some sort of remuneration or reimbursement 
for the money they had already invested ? 

Mr. MUELLER. y would think, Mr. Blatnik, that it would be a 
rather—I do not know what word I want to pick up here—but any 
official of the U.S. Government who would assume what the Congress 
is going to do and make a representation on that basis to another 
agency of the Government, State or Federal, would be assuming an 
awful lot on his own. 

Mr. Buarnix. The Congress did not designate or select or direct 
the connecting feasible roads between any two major areas. 

Mr. Muster. No; but neither did the Congress say they were go- 
ing to be compensated for any road taken into it. It said, as I have 
read from this, and I doubt whether or not an official from the Bureau 
of Public Roads, either Mr. Tallamy or anyone before his time, would 
have said to State X: “Unless this road is taken in, we will build a 
competing parallel highway” or “We will build one, if it is not taken 
in.” pean. that would not be feasible for any man to say, 
would it 

Mr. Biarnix. The Bureau of Public Roads orm testified before 
this committee that 41,000 miles of road would be designated as the 
Insterstate System. 

Mr. Mvetter. All right. 

Mr. Buarnix. And between the Bureau of Public Roads and the 
States they would make the route location determination. Forty-one 
thousand miles of Interstate System were to be built at such and such 
a cost. In the meantime we find out that it will not be 41,000 miles, 
but it will be 36,000 or 38,000 miles. 

The Cuairman. About 30,000 miles. 

Mr. Buarnix. I understand now that it will be 30,000 miles that 
will be built. I do not see the justice in effect of penalizing a popu- 
lated area that has already gone ahead and financed its own toll 
road for a stretch of mileage and later on finds it incorporated into 
the Interstate System with no reimbursement given to it, while at the 
same time that populated area has highway users paying in gasoline 
taxes not only for the Interstate System, which was never built there 
because they are using the toll roads, but they are also helping to 
Pay for the roads in sparsely populated areas of the country. 

r. Muruter. No. 1, in answering the differential between the 
41,000 miles designated as the “Interstate System” and the 30,000 miles 
necessary to construct, because there are 8,000 or 9,000 or 10,000 miles, 
or whatever it may be, that are already constructed to those stand- 
ards, it would certainly be uneconomic to build competing roads with 


nired 
hre 
ns ag | 
1 the | 
elves 
lan- 
able 
tolls, 
ead- 
| 
mine 
State | 
ll or 
1947, 
tion, 
Con- 
rized 
ents, 
| the | 
ding 
and 
such 
ry 2, | 
this 
ned 
1 to | 
ted 
ent, | 
ine 
In | 
ink 
eau 
aly 
les. 
: | 

the | 
2a 
the 
y? 


26 HIGHWAY REIMBURSEMENT 


those 8,000 or 9,000 or 10,000 miles of roads that have already been 
constructed, whether they are toll or free roads up to the standards 
uired for Federal highways. 

gain I say I will agree 100 percent with you that if State X hag 
50 percentof its roads a. into the Federal system, and State 
Y has none, it is inequitable to treat State X without giving them 
some measure of reimbursement at some time for those roads. T think 
the whole question right here is, should this be done at this time 
now, taking $225 million a year out of the general fund, or even out of 
the trust fund, for the purpose of reimbursing the States, and thereby 
running the risk, in my opinion, of delaying the complete progra 
which we all want to see completed as soon as _ possible. That, f 
think, is the point. 

The Carman. Mr. Mueller, many Members on the other side of 
the aisle are for reimbursement. They may favor a balanced bud 
but they believe in all fairness the progressive States should receive 
reimbursement. 

Mr. Muetter. I would hope that this is not a partisan matter. Let 
me say this: I am the of Commerce’s and 
the administration’s argues, ut not from a partisan standpoint. 

The CHarmman. All I can say is, that those States whose roads 
were included in the Interstate System did not fully understand the 
situation. I believe the States expected to be reimbursed for the 
a ag of this mileage or they would not have agreed to this in- 
clusion. 

Mr. Cook. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Wricurt. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. Coon. Mr. Mueller, if we are agreed here that the States should 
be reimbursed for the addition of their toll or free mileage onto the 
Interstate System, why is it not good business and logical to reim- 
burse them as we add their mileage to the Interstate System? 

Mr. Moetier. Of course, that would require immediate reimburse- 
ment. 

Mr. Coox. That is what I am suggesting. Why do you consider it 
necessary to wait until the termination of the program to begin reim- 
bursing the State of Ohio, for example, for the mileage which you 
are now going to put onto the Interstate System effective immediately, 
just the same as if you had built:the road? As far as the Interstate 

ystem is concerned, you are adding mil period—whether you 
build it or acquire it from the State of Ohio already constructed. 
So why should not the State of Ohio be reimbursed on a pey-se.yee 
go basis as you add the mileage to the Interstate System / 

Mr. Muesxzer. It is possible from the standpoint of equity you cer- 
tainly have a good my 5 em but let me say this: If that were the 
case, I doubt if the Congress—although I cannot speak for the 


naturally—I do not think it would have been possible to have finan 
this on a pay-as-you-go basis under those conditions. 
Now, if we have taken in 8,950 miles, to be exact, those roads are 
resumably all constructed and in operation and are being utilized. 
To pay for those all at once under your theory would require a sum 
of money which would certainly unbalance the budget, to say 


nothing—— 
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Mr. Cook. Is it not true, though, at the it, ert of this program, 
Mr. Mueller—and I am a new Member, but I got the inference here, 
at least, that the intention was that the 41,000 miles of this highway 
were going to be separate interstate highways; but in view of the fact 
that we did have 8,000 or 9,000 miles which met the standards, we 
have incorporated those miles, or the Bureau of Public Roads incor- 
porated them into the Interstate System, and thereby reduced the 
total amount of mileage to be constructed to 30,000 miles. 

Mr. Mvetter. That is right. 

Mr. Coox. In effect, you have substituted already constructed high- 
ways in lieu of the construction of 9,000 or 10,000 miles of highways. 
Is that not true? 

Mr. Mvuetter. I would agree with that. Yes. 

Mr. Coox. Then if you had not taken those 9,000 or 10,000 miles 
into the system, you would have had to construct them and you would 
have had to pay for them. 

Mr. That is right. 

Mr. Coox. So why should you not pay for them now? 

Mr. Mvetiter. Because the money is not available. 

Mr. Coox. Then why not take first things first ? 

Mr. Mvuetier. May I say this: Certainly it was in the cognizance of 
the Congress when they passed the bill in 1956 to recognize there was 
this 8,000 or 9,000 miles that were to be taken into the system. There 
was not any question about that. 

Mr. Scuerer. Will the gentleman from Ohio yield? 

Mr. Cook. It is Mr. Wright’s privilege. He has the floor. 

Mr. Wricut. Let me say at this point—I am going to yield to you, 
but let me get in something edgewise. 

When this bill passed the House it did not have any such provision 
init. This provision was inserted after we passed this bill. 

Mr. Scuerer. What provision? 

Mr. Wrienr. The 1956 act. We did not have anything about taking 
toll roads into the system in it. 

Mr. Cramer. Yes, sir. Section 109 covers this. I have the confer- 
ence report here, if the gentleman would like to insert it in the record 
for the purpose of clarifying it. It was in the House bill, and the 
conference agreement contains a modification. The Senate had nothing 
in it. The House bill declared the intent and policy of Congress to 
equitably reimburse the States for any toll or free highway on the 
Interstate System which had been constructed during the specified 
sien The House provision also declared the policy and intent of 

ngress to provide funds necessary to make such reimbursements. 
The Senate amendment contained no provision on this subject. The 
conference agreement contains a modification of the House provision. 

Under this modified provision there is a declaration of intent and 
policy on the part of Congress to determine whether or not the Fed- 
eral Government should equitably reimburse any State for such con- 
struction, rather than to commit the Federal Government in advance 
of the study to make such reimbursement and to provide funds there- 
for as provided in the House bill. 

Mr. Wricut. I understand, but what was the House position ? 

Mr. Scuerer. I introduced this original amendment in this com- 


mittee. My amendment specifically stated it was the intent of the 
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Congress to reimburse the States, and it requested a study be made 
to determine how that reimbursement would be made. That was the 
original amendment I offered in the committee, 

r. WricHt. Did that prevail ? 

Mr. Scuerer. No. It was modified as just read by Mr. Cramer, 
namely, it took out the intent of Congress and merely provided for 
the study which would enable Co at a later date to determine 
what method of reimbursement should be used, if any. 
aper ae What shape was it in when we passed it out of the 
ouse 
Mr. Cramer. The final passage was as it has been read. 

Mr. Wricut. No. I mean when we debated it and passed it in 
the House. 

Mr. Cramer. It contained the provision of the gentleman from 
Ohio to amend the act. 

Mr. Wricur. That it was the intent of Congress to reimburse? 

Mr. Scuerer. That was my amendment. Before we finally adopted 
it, however, the words that it was the policy of Congress to reim- 
burse were 

Mr. Cramer. There was nothing in the Senate. 

Mr. Scurrer. My amendment was amended to take out the pro- 
vision that it was the intent of Congress to reimburse. 

Mr. Wricur. Either you are confused about what I am trying to 
ask, or I am confused about your reply. 

Mr. Scuerer. We are all confused. I am in a dilemma and I will 
tell you why later. 

r. McFatt. It is obvious. 

Mr. Wricur. Let me ask you one more thing. Over here on page 
3 in the bottom paragraph you have made a statement: 

Current estimates indicate that the receipts of the highway trust fund under 
existing law will be insufficient to complete the system as now authorized with- 
in the period of time originally contemplated. 

How much revenue do you estimate will come into the highway 
trust fund over that period of time ? 

Mr. Muetier. I will ask Mr. Tallamy. He has charts here and 
complete data on that. 

r. Wricut. The total for the whole period of time. 

Mr, Scuzrer. Is this for ABC and interstate you are asking? 

Mr. Davis. The interstate alone, or all three systems ¢ 

Mr. Wricut. Well, the interstate alone. 

Mr. Tatutamy. Mr. Chairman, during that period the revenues 
based on the most current estimate are $38,785 million. That is be- 
tween 1957 and 1972, inclusive. 

Mr. Scuerer. That includes ABC? 

Mr. Tauiamy. That is the total revenue in the trust fund. 

Mr. Scuerer. For ABC and Interstate system ? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Wricur. That is the total ; $10 billion of that is for the ABC? 

Mr. Tatnamy. The ABC will be $15,944 million. 

Mr. Wricut. That much? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. Then there are some other items. 

Mr. Wricnt. Like forest roads, and trails, and so on? 

Mr. Yes. 
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Mr. Wricut. How much for the interstate? 

Mr. Tatiamy. $27,122 million. 

Mr. Wricut. $27 billion for the interstate ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

_ Mr. Scuerer. Will you yield for a question on that point? 

Mr. Wricurt. Shortly, but first let me pursue this line of questioning. 

Out of that $27 billion we have to build only some 30,000 miles. 
that right ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

Mr. Wricut. What is it, 30,000 or 31,000? 

Mr. Tatutamy. May I correct the figures I gave you before, Mr. 
Chairman ? 

The chart I was reading from included the 114 cents gasoline tax 
recommendation of the President. The correct figures without that, 
as they would stand under existing legislation, are—— 

Mr. Scuerer. You were right under existing legislation. 

Mr. TatLtamy. $38,785 million is total receipts. The ABC expendi- 
tures are $15,471 million. Available for the interstate is $23,314 
million. 

Mr. Scuerer. The total figure was — 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. The first two figures I gave you were correct, 
but the amount available for the Interstate System was not correct 
because it did not include the 114 cents gas tax, which amount would 
have gone to the Interstate System. 

Mr. Wricut. The $23 billion over this period is anticipated to come 
into the trust fund for use on the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

Mr. Wrieur. Out of which you will find it necessary to construct 
a total of some 30,000 miles of new highways? 

Mr. Scuerer. At a new estimate of cost of approximately $36 billion. 

Mr. Wricut. $36 billion to build 30,000 miles. In other words, 1 
million plus one-fifth of $1 million per mile. Approximately $1,200,- 
000 per mile? 

r. Scuerer. I do not know about that, but I know the new estimate 
to build the Interstate System runs about $36 billion. 

Mr. Wrieut. $36 billion to build 30,000 miles. 

Mr. Tatuamy. May I correct the 30,000-mile figure? The figure is 
basically correct, excepting that there is work to be done on the 
different miles that are incorporated in the 10,000 miles which you 
are deducting from the 40,000. For example, a particular stretch of 
highway may have the right-of-way bought to interstate standards 
and have control of access and two lines of pavement down, but not 
the crossovers and interchange structures, or the other two lines of 
pavement. So these figures we have given you indicate the amount 
of the Interstate System, and this is primarily for free roads—which 
a have to do to meet the Interstate Systems standards. But it 

oes not necessarily mean that every mile of this 10,000 miles which 
= have been deducting from the 40,000 completely meets Interstate 

ystem standards, or does not need further improvement. 

Mr. Screrrer. You have to spend about $3 billion on those, that is, 
on that 10,000 miles, as I remember it, to bring them up to standards. 

Mr. Tattamy. I donot have that figure. 

42051—59 
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Mr. Scuerer. I may be wrong, but my recollection is that you are 
going to spend $3 billion on the miles which have already been in- 
co into the Interstate System. 

. Tattamy. I cannot tell you. I can furnish that figure for the 
committee. 
canst Warieut. I am just about through with all of the questions I 
ve. 

In any event, it is true you are currently geo the cost of 
pe this highway at something in excess of $1 million per mile 

Mr. Mueuusrr. I would think that that is a fair statement. 

Mr. Tatxiamy. It will be a little less than that. It will be a little 
less than $1 million per mile. 

The CHarrMan. ere? In the wide we spaces? On the New 
York Thruway, which you had charge of, I understand, in New York 
State, it cost $1,300,000 amile. Isthat right? 

Mr. Tatitamy. Yes. It is a question of averaging down in the 
areas where the population is not nen 

Mr. Davis. Have you completed your questions ? 

Mr. Wricut. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Scherer. . 

Mr. Scuerer. May I try to clear up one thing, although maybe I 
will confuse the issue further. 

Originally the estimate was that the Interstate System would cost 
$27 billion, was it not, Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That was the total cost. Yes. 

Mr. Scuzrer. The total cost for which we attempted to provide 
financing. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. $2 billion was to be paid by the States and $25 bil- 
lion by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Tauuamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. And that contemplated the building of about 38,000 
miles, did it not? Thirty-eight thousand miles. 

Mr. Tatxamy. That is correct. 

Mr. Scuerer. The reason why we did not figure on 40,000 was be- 
cause about a thousand and some miles had not been allocated to the 
Interstate System at that time. 

Mr. That is correct.’ 

Mr. Scuerer. Now we have deducted, as has been indicated here, 
about 9,000 miles from the Interstate System. 

Mr. TALLAMY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scumrer. So we are now going to build approximately 31,000 
miles of Interstate System. _ i 

Mr. Tattamy. We are going to build the equivalent of 31,000 miles 
on the Interstate System. j 

Mr. Scurrer. All right; 31,000 miles. Because we have already 
incorporated into the system the toll roads and freeways we have 
been talking about. 

Mr. Tattamy. That is correct. 

Mr. Scuzrer. Now, in order to build this 31,000 miles, and I realize 
what you have said, that we must spend about $3 billion or more on 
the 9,000 or 10,000 miles that have already been built and have been 
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incorporated, it is now going to cost, if I am correct, about $36 bil- 
lion to build that 31,000 miles under the new estimates? 

Mr. Tatxamy. To build the equivalent of 31,000 miles. 

ie Scuerrer. Or to build the equivalent of 31,000 miles. Is that 
right 

r.Tatuamy. Yes. 

Mr. McFatu. Does that include the $3 billion or not? 

Mr. Scuerer. Well, not quite. I do not know. So actually when 
we say, Mr. Tallamy, that the cost of the Interstate System has 
increased from $27 billion, which was the original estimate, to $36 
billion, it has actually increased more than that because originally 
we contemplated building 38,000-plus miles for $27 billion and now 
we are going to build about 31,000 miles for $36 billion, Isn’t that 
correct 

Mr. Tatuamy. Speaking of Federal funds, on the $36 billion you 
are correct. 

Mr. Cramer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scuerer. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. This $3 billion that will be needed to bring the 10,859 
miles of free roads up to standard, that money will be 90 percent 
Federal money, will it not? 

Mr. Tattamy. It will be 90-10 money. 90 Federal and 10 State. 

Mr. Cramer. The $3 billion is going to be 90 percent. Is that 
right? This theory of reimbursement as contained in this bill, would 
it require an additional reimbursement for that same mileage at 100 
percent to be spent on primary roads, even though 90 percent Federal 
money had already been put into the $3 billion to finish the system ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. No, no. The proposed reimbursement figure is re- 
imbursement of the original expenditure by the State less depreciation 
and less Federal aid, which went into the original construction. 

Mr. Cramer. I see. And that would apply also to the 60 percent 
money they got and spent when it was on the primary system prior 
to the Interstate System designation. Is that correct? 

Mr. Tatuamy. That iscorrect. 

Mr. Cramer. I want to ask you this question about the thing I 
asked the distinguished Senator from Connecticut: What is your 
thinking with regard to the timeliness of the consideration of this 
in view of the report required as of 1961 on the question of proper 
taxes and proper allocation of taxes, and increased cost? you 
not think as a matter of timeliness that at that time we could pos- 
sibly consider this reimbursement problem on a long-range basis and 
on a much sounder basis than we could with guesstimates today ? 

Mr. Muetier. I will try to answer that, Mr. Cramer. I would 
think we would require all of the information we ibly can have 
in order to arrive at a just and equitable solution. Now this is not a 
matter in my opinion of extreme urgency or imminence. I know the 
position of the States and I know that some of them are having diffi- 
culty in getting matching money. Nevertheless, this is a national 
program. This is a Federal program which involves 50 States now, 
and we have to be careful that we do not take steps that we are sorry 
for later, or that we establish precedents which are going to be difficult 
of being met. 
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Now while this is not necessarily the province of this committee, 
I did bring out in my testimony, and I think I can bring it to your 
attention again, that unless something is done by this. Congress in July 
we cannot apportion any roads at all, that is, for the fiscal year 1961. 
According to the Byrd amendment, which was eliminated last year 
for the 1 year when the Congress appropriated, I believe, a total of 
$900 million in the interstate and ABC programs, we will not have 
money that the Secretary of the Treasury can certify will be avail- 
able for apportionment. 

Now if that is not done, while the road program would not stop 
this year, in 1961 it would practically come to a standstill and in 1962 
it would not be much better. . 

Mr. Cramer. And, of course, this reimbursement would add that 
much of an additional cost burden ? 

Mr. Moetuer. This reimbursement would add that much more 
burden if it were taken from the highway trust fund. 

Mr. Bautpwin. May I ask you this question: On the specific bills 
before us on page 6 at the bottom of the page under section 8, the 
last three lines on the page, it says: 

(i) Unless the State elects to pay a share of the cost of any project (including 


any portion of a project, financed entirely with additional amounts apportioned 
under section 104A, the Federal share payable on account of such project 


shall be 100 percent. 

Now if I understand this correctly, this means that the other States 
that are sweating out and raising funds by gasoline taxes to meet their 
10 percent are going to be discriminated against, and the States that 
come under this provision are going to get 100 percent reimbursement, 
whereas the rest of them are still putting up 10 percent. Is that not 
correct ? 

Mr. Cramer. Because these are primary roads that the reimburse- 
ment can apply they only get 60 percent Federal money to spend today, 
but these same roads would get 100 percent under the bill, your 
discrimination is that much greater. 

Mr. Mueuier. As I read that particular section—I was somewhat 
concerned about it as I read it that the money that comes back into 
the States under this Hane could be used by the States 100 percent 
for the cost of the road. _ 

Mr. Cramer. For a primary road you have 60 percent, today. 

Mr. Muertier. If they wanted to: But, of course, they would build 
half the roads that they would under the ABC program. If they 
wanted to elect to use this money that they were reimbursed under 
this legislation and only build half as many roads by using that money 
100 percent, why, that would be their prerogative. If they wanted to 
use 50 percent on their ABC program they would build twice as many 
roads if they matched this money that they are getting back. 

Am I right? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. The initial concept was to establish 41,000 miles on 
the Interstate System and the connecting terminal points throughout 
the country. The justification principally for increasing Federal par- 
ticipation from 60 to 90 percent on the interstate roads was for defense. 
Was that not correct? 
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Mr. Mueizer. That is right. I would not say that, but that was 
one of the reasons. 

Mr. Cramer. How does that jibe with the present proposal to pay 
100 percent of what might be termed nondefense ABC roads? 

Mr Mue.ier. Of course, my interpretation of that, Mr. Cramer, 
would be that this would be the States’ money and they could do what- 
ever they wanted to with the money. ; 

Mr. Cramer. Yes, but you are using 100 percent Federal money if 
they choose to use it that way. j 

Mr. Mur.ier. The theory would be it was the States’ money which 
was being reimbursed to them from the Federal program. 

Mr. Batpwin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 

Mr. Baupwin. There is not a single dollar provided in the whole 
Federal matching program at present which does not require super- 
yision and approval by the U.S. Bureau of Public Roa Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Mvue.ier. That is right. 

Mr. Baupwin. In other words, that would be a distinct divergence 
from the whole theory of the Federal-aid highway program up-to- 

ate! 

, Mr. Muetier. I would agree with that. I was merely analyzing 
what I believe was the intent, although I assume Mr. Buckley can do 
it much better. 

Mr. Cramer. In addition to that, this proposal abrogates the theory 
of the trust fund and road user taxes. 

Mr. That is right. 

Mr. Cramer. It completely abrogates that philosophy of financing 
highways and goes back into the general fund for financing without 
any defense justification. 

r. Muetier. One hundred percent. 

Mr. Cramer. All three of which are departures from the Interstate 
and Defense Highway System program of 1956. Isn’t that correct? 
Mr. Muster. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 

Mr. Scurrer. One of the chief objections, however, on the part of 
the administration to this Buckley bill is the fact that the trust fund is 
about exhausted ; is it not ? 

Mr. Muetirr. That is 

Mr. Scuerer. And it will be exhausted. 

Mr. Mvuetirr. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. And we will not be able to meet our apportionments 
this year or next year. 

Mr. Muetire. That is right. 

Mr. Scurrer. Another objection is the fact that the general finan- 
cial condition of the United States is such that we are in a precarious 
position. Is that not chiefly the objection of the administration ? 

Mr. Murtier. Well, we recognize—one of the chief objections is we 
insist on a balanced budget and we will make every effort to do it. 
We think that is paramount. 

The Cuamman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Scurrer. Yes. 
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The Cuarmman. Do you think it is fair to impose a Federal tax to 
the people of the State of Ohio and make them pay the Federal gaso- 
line tax which would entitle them to $219 million in reimbursement, 
and then say they are not going to get it? Do you think it is fair to 
those people to have them pay that tax ? 

Mr. Scuerer. I am finding out why the administration opposes it, 

Did I understand you to say that the administration favors in 
principle the reimbursement to States? 

Mr. Mvuetirr. No. Isaid I did. 

Mr. Scuerer. You-did. You understand that the Clay report orig- 
inally recommended reimbursement to the States which had built 
toll roads and freeways? 

Mr. Mvuetirr. That is right. 

Mr. Scurrer. And that was the administration’s position originally, 

Mr. Mvueuier. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. And the administration has now reversed its position 
because of the precarious financial condition both of the trust fund 
and of the general fund. 

Mr. Mouetier. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. That is the reason. It has not changed its position 
relative to the fairness of reimbursement. Let us look at the financial 

icture. You just said by your testimony that the Federal Interstate 
ystem is going to cost $36 billion to complete, did you not? 

Mr. Yes. 

_ Mr. Scuerrer. And you just said that the money available under the 
present tax structure is only $23 billion. Is that not right? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Scurrer. So we have to raise $13 billion by new taxes or deficit 
financing. Right? 

Mr. Mouetter. Right. 

i se Scuerer. In order to complete the Interstate System. Is that 
t 
TM, Moetter. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. Nobody has favored reimbursement more than I have. 
As I said, I was the author of the amendment which provided for this 
study that originally said that it was the intent of Congress that these 
States should be reimbursed. But.if we add the $4 billion authoriza- 
tion which amounts to an Praag as provided in the Buckley 
bill we will have to raise $17 billion, will we not, by new taxes or 
deficit Q 

Mr. Mueuier. If we incorporate thatin. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. $13 billion without it and $17 billion with it. 

Mr. Muetirr. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Will you yield to me? 

Mr. Scuerer. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. The original Clay plan called for $31 billion of 
bond issue. Is that right? 

Mr. Scuerer. I am talking about the Interstate System. 

The Cuatrman. Yes. On the Interstate System. The Clay plan 
called for $31 billion of bond issue. That bond issue over a period of 
years would have cost the taxpayers of this country $11 billion with- 
out an inch of highways being built. This plan is the best. There is 
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no doubt about it. Even if we have to take the money out of the 
Treasury. We are talking about defense highways. 

Now what is better for defense eee than a good Interstate. 
Highway System? If it will cost the Government a little more 
money, let us spend that money for defense highways. 

Mr. Davis. entlemen, we have reached the hour of 12. Could we 
suspend further questioning of Mr. Tallamy until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning? I am just hoping we can conclude now and that the 
Under Secretary would not have to return tomorrow. At 10 o’clock 
we will be prompt and we will hear further from Mr. Tallamy, if 
there are any other questions. . 

Mr. Buarntx. Mr. Chairman, our colleague, Mr. Dulski, Congress- 
man from the 41st District of New York, has been waiting all morn- 
ing to testify. He asked me if he could have the consent of the Chair 
to insert his statement in the record at this point. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Dulski is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and members of this distinguished committee, I concur with 
the sentiments of the sponsors of H.R. 6303 and related bills, to provide for 
reimbursement to the various States for interstate highways referred to in the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 which have been completed since 1947, or under 
contract for completion not later than June 30, 1957. 

The obligation to the States which have constructed portions of the Interstate 
Highway System is evident. The Interstate System is a national project, and 
there is no reason why the Government should not be required to pay for these 
roads, and most certainly because of the fact that they were built and ready for 
use. The State of New York, which has spent huge sums on modern roads, is 
entitled to know that Federal funds will be alloted them in the ensuing years, 
so that it many continue to develop new plans for highway imporvements. 

The usefulness of these roads to the public was endorsed by their inclusion into 
the Interstate System. This bill will repay a legitimate obligation of the Federal 
Government to the States, for the U.S. Government has used the facilities of the 
States to support a national project which, in all fairness and equity, should be 
repaid. 

The bill would pay the various States $4% billion in the next 15 years. The 
State of New York, under this bill, would receive approximately $800 million for 
its existing contributions to the Interstate Highway System, paid for by the 
citizens of the State through gasoline taxes, tolls, and general tax levies. 

T. J. DULSKI, 
Member of Congress, 41st District, New York. 


Mr. Davis. I have a statement addressed to Mr. Buckley on his bill 
H.R. 6303 from our majority leader, the Honorable John W. McCor- 
— and without objection that will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 

(The letter referred to by Mr. McCormack is as follows :) 


May 18, 1959. 
Hon. Caries A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear CHAIRMAN BuckKLey: In relation to H.R. 6303 introduced by you, I de- 
sire to place myself on record with the members of your committee as supporting 
this bill, and urging favorable action on same by your committee. I think this 
bill is a fair and just one, and the passage of the same will not only result in 
equity to all of the States of the Union, but will make the Interstate Highway 
System more comprehensive and effective. 

With kind regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 


JoHN W. McCorMack, 
Majority Leader. 
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Mr. Davis. We also have a statement by the Honorable Emilio Q, 
Daddario, of the First District of Connecticut, which will be made 
a part of the record at this point, without objection. 

(The statement of Mr. Daddario is as follows :) 


Hon. A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHArnMAN: In the Federal Highway Act of 1956, Congress faced the 
difficult problem of whether to reimburse States for roads taken into the Inter- 
State Highway System. The facts are that almost 30 percent of approved 
detailed locations at the time the study was made were qualified for reimburse- 
ment. Of that figure, almost 2,000 miles represented toll roads and almost 9,000 
miles were of free roads. Congress has yet to take any action to repay the tax- 
payers who have borne the burden of providing this part of the National High- 
way System. 

Our highway program has both general and specific benefits. How the cost 
should be assessed is an argument that has never been settled. The result hag 
been that all levels of government must pay, and the Federal Government hag 
accepted its responsibility in this field. But the payments vary widely. A study 
presented in Hartford in 1956 showed that in one large State, traffic facilities 
were built and financed by the State, 57 counties, 62 cities, 945 towns, 548 vil- 
lages, and 11 autonomous authorities, international, interstate, regional, and 
local. The money was obtained from both general revenues and user taxes, 
hitting impartially domestic and out-of-State users. 

In Connecticut, which is known as a bridge State, linking such populous 
neighbors as New York and Massachusetts, some 275 miles of highway will be 
included in the Interstate Highway System. This is a sizable amount of mileage 
in a State as small in area as ours. It is expensive mileage as well, for it 
travels some of the most desirable residential and commercial property in the 
Nation. I hesitate to suggest what an obstacle would have been established if 
these routes had not been made available to the national traffic. 

Connecticut has grown more rapidly than other New England States and can- 
not afford to wait on outside help to build its roads. It has already completed 
and opened to traffic some 130 miles of modern limited access roads, and another 
17 miles were well on their way to completion at the end of last year. Another 
major cross-State route is now coming off the drawing boards and will soon be 
under construction. All of these meet the standards of the Interstate System 
and have been accepted by it. 

Additionally, in my own district, the metropolitan area was confronted with 
a bottleneck created by the Connecticut River separating a natural community 
of interests. The number of bridges serving this area was inadequate; the 
schedule on State resources would strangle community growth. Courageously, 
led by the late William H. Putnam, the people of Greater Hartford established as 
authority to provide new bridges, but the economic facts of life led to a toll 
system that served to divide as well as unite this metropolitan area. Should 
adequate recognition of the Federal share be made, part of this burden could 
be shifted more readily from the local taxpayer and commuter. The benefits 
naturally go to far more than to him. 

These routes have been accepted by the Federal Government for use in its 
system. To me that means that Washington should be willing to pay its share. 
If it did, some burdensome tolls and taxes could be lifted from the shoulders of 
our people and of our visitors. But, despite a clear legislative intent expressed 
in the 1956 act to seek an equitable way to reimburse such projects, the 85th 
Congress made no such provision. I hope that H.R. 6303, introduced by you, 
will correct this situation. 

If it does, Connecticut can go on working to provide for her own people. Im- 
partial and objective studies made at the direction of our outstanding Governor, 
Abraham A. Ribicoff, have estimated that we need many hundreds of miles of 
new and improved roads—improved to save lives, improved to meet the growth 
of our economy and our population, improved to bring more compensation and 
leisure to our people. Connecticut expects to assume the principal cost for 
these roads, just as we would expect other States to build roads intended pri- 
marily to serve their own people. It is recognized that Connecticut still has 
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more than 150 breaks in its own network of State highways that must be 
adjusted. 

We recognize and we do not shirk our obligation toward the completion of 
the entire system. We know that our people use the roads of California and of 
Arkansas and of New York. We know that as business prospers throughout the 
country through good roads, it redounds to our benefit. We believe that an in- 
yestment in good roads saves lives. At the same time, we must not preoccupy 
ourselves with highway needs that would close our eyes to other pressing na- 
tional problems—education, water pollution control, men and materiel for de- 
fense, housing, employment. 

What Connecticut seeks is not a generous handout of Federal funds. It asks 
only fair play. It asks that Washington recognize that when the Central Gov- 
ernment assumes use of facilities built and paid for by the States to promote the 
safety, convenience, and enjoyment of public travel, it reimburse the States in 
accordance with due process of law. 

I urge favorable consideration of H.R. 6303. 

Sincerely, 
Emi1ro0 Q. Dappario, Member of Congress. 


Mr. Davis. We also have statements by Senator Thomas J. Dodd, 
of Connecticut, and Senator Kenneth B. Keating, of New York, which, 
without objection, will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The statements are as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR THOMAS J. Dopp, DEMOoRAT, OF CONNECTICUT, BEFORE 
House CoMMITTEE ON PuBLIC Works 


I most respectfully urge the House Committee on Public Works to report fa- 
vorably H.R. 6303 introduced by Representative Charles A. Buckley, the distin- 
guished chairman of this committee. This is a companion measure of 8. 1714, 
introduced by my able senior colleague Senator Prescott Bush, and of which I 
am a cosponsor. 

This bill would establish the policy that States ought to be reimbursed for 
State construction of toll or free highways which are included in the Interstate 
System, and that these reimbursed funds should be used for highway construc- 
tion on the Federal-aid primary system. 

This legislation would provide reimbursement for highways whieh were com- 
pleted or were put under construction by contract on the Interstate System 
after August 7, 1947, and prior to June 30, 1957. 

Many States, including Connecticut, encouraged by the belief that they would 
be ultimately reimbursed for highway construction costs, had the initiative and 
vigor to build needed highways prior to the Federal Highway Act of 1956. 
Connecticut was one of these States, and under the proposed bill it would re- 
ceive reimbursements amounting to $278.4 million. All States would be treated 
equitably, and would receive reimbursements based on their contribution to 
highways now included in the Interstate System. If we fail to reimburse these 
States we are in effect penalizing them for- their initiative.. Such a policy 
would tend to discourage States from promptly tackling their problems and 
thus would work against the goals sought by programs of Federal assistance. 

I believe that the proposed me .sure is equitable, just and needed, and I hope 
it will receive the favorable action of this distinguished committee. 


STATEMENT oF Hon. KENNETH B. or New oN Brits To PrRovIpE 
A Form or REIMBURSEMENT TO STATES FoR H1iGHWwAY CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I should first like to thank the 
chairman and the members of the committee for their kindness in asking me to 
testify, but because of my duties in the Senate, I was unable to appear per- 
Sonally and in the alternative, I respectfully submit this statement. Further, 
I should like to commend the members of the committee staff for their helpfulness 
and their many courtesies in response to inquiries from my office. 

As the committee knows, as a Member of the House of Representatives, IT was 
the sponsor of legislation to provide equitable reimbursement for New York 
and other States which have shown initiative and ability to go aheatl on their 
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own in building the Interstate Highway System. I have also sponsored similar 
legislation in the Senate. 

My bill, S. 642, which I sponsored as a Member of the House and which I 
reintroduced on January 23, 1959, would provide repayment to the States by 
allowing Federal payments up to 90 percent for substitute mileage to be added 
to the system in place of completed highway mileage. In New York State 
this would amount to about 580 miles of the original 1,200 interstate mil 
allotment and costing $1,062 million. Under my bill, some $822,800,000 would 
go to New York in payment for completion of the substitute mileage. This 
would amount to roughly $50 per person. The payments would be started in 
1960. 

Many other States which have gone ahead on their own would also be re 
imbursed by my bill. The total reimbursement would amount to about $4,200 
million for about 11,000 miles of highways built by the various States. The 
money would come from the highway trust fund created by the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1956, and as the committee knows this fund is supported by 
various user excise taxes. This seem to me to be the proper place to obtain the 
necessary money, particularly because it would continue the original intent of 
Congress that highway construction costs should be borne largely by those who 
use the roads. 

This is the bill which I feel has by far the best chance of successfully weather. 
ing the tortuous legislative path. That factor has a great bearing on my strong 
belief that this is the best approach and the one which all who seek real action 
in this field should get behind. 

However, I have also joined this year with Senator Prescott Bush of Connecti- 
cut in sponsoring a measure which takes a somewhat different approach to solv- 
ing this same problem. Under Senator Bush's proposal, which is identical to that 
introduced by the chairman of this committee, funds for repayment to the States 
would come from direct appropriations rather than from the highway trust fund. 

I will say in all due frankness that I do not feel this the best manner of attack- 
ing this problem, since it would face strong opposition in both Houses and since 
it departs substantially from the original financing concept of the Highway Act. 
The bill which I have sponsored for several years certainly has the merit of being 
more sound fiscally, because the roads would actually be paid for by the people 
who use them, rather than drawing on every taxpayer in the land. 

Nevertheless, my desire for positive action in this field is so great that I have 
also embraced this less desirable method which is embodied in H.R. 6303, as a 
possible alternative approach. It is vital that legislation be enacted in this 
field—and soon. 

In terms of simple fairness to individual States, legislation providing some 
form of repayment should be passed. States which forged ahead on their own 
should not be penalized just because they had the foresight and initiative to get 
the job done rather than sitting on their hands and waiting for Uncle Sam to 
provide the money. It is my understanding that prior to the enactment of the 
Highway Act, when the New York State Thruway and other such road programs 
were started, it was thought that some sort of reimbursement for completed work 
would be forthcoming. ‘ 

Whether my bill or Chairman Buckley's bill is passed, really makes no differ- 
ence to 'the Staté of New York in one sense. By that I mean that New York, as 
usual, will be on the short end of the stick under this Federal program. Being 
the most populous State in the Union, having the most business and commerce 
of any State, we pay more Federal taxes than any State. We rank second in the 
number of automobiles and gas consumption. Thus, New York contributes 
heavily, and out of proportion to the benefits received, to the Federal Government 
for the the highway program. We should at least receive credit for our excel- 
lent and modern contributions to the highway system. This is just a matter of 
commonsense and common justice. 

We all know that the Federal Highway System is a great and necessary factor 
in the internal development of our country. It provides an important link In 
connecting our great industrial and population centers, both in time of war and 
peace. But its worthy purpose should not be subverted so as to deprive fore- 
sighted and energetic States which have already contributed to it, from being 
paid for their work. 

I believe that the approach embodied in my bill, 8S. 642, providing substitute 
mileage to be financed from the trust fund, represents the most realistic and 
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fairest approach to this problem. It is more sound fiscally and it is the way 
which has the best chance of enactment by Congress. I hope the committee will 


consider it thoroughly and favorably. 
However, I also commend to the committee’s attention the other proposals 


which, although I am less enthusiastic about them, also represent answers to the 
blem of the States which have gone ahead on their own with their contribu- 


tion to the Federal Highway System. 

Mr. Chairman, the obligation of the Federal Government to the States in this 
matter is long overdue. I hope this committee will take positive action which 
will provide simple justice and a form of repayment to many States such as 
New York. 

Mr. Davis. Gentlemen, thank you for your cooperation. We will 
stand adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

corer ig at 12 noon, the committee recessed until 10 a.m. the 


following day, Wednesday, May 20, 1959.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 20, 1959 


Hovsr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
on Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Charles A. Buckley, 
chairman of the committee, presiding. 

Mr. Fatiton. Gentlemen, the Committee on Public Works is sitting 
in a full committee session this morning for the further consideration 
of H.R. 6303, but before we hear our first witness I would like to tell 
the members of the committee that it is with great pleasure that I 
am in the position to introduce some of our very congenial and personal 
friends from south of the border. “4 

It has been the privilege of the members of this committee to visit 
the countries that are represented here today. We have enjoyed your 
beautiful countries and your very kind hospitality. 

I would like for the committee to meet these gentlemen, who have 
something in common with us and are our counterparts in their respec- 
tive countries; that is, they are dealing with the building of highways 
and public works, 

First I would like to present some of the gentlemen here. I would 
like to ePr Mr. rto Amarante, president of the Brazilian 
National Road Council. [Applause.] 

The Honorable Virgilio Barco Vargas, a member of the Colombian 
Senate and a former congressman and member of the house public 
works committee. He is the present Colombian Minister of Public 
Works. [Applause.] 
oe also mention Mr. Virgilio Barco Vargas is a graduate of 


Our next gentleman is Mr. Rodrigo Garcia Lyon, who is director 
of the Chilean Good Roads Institute. [Applause. ] 

Another one of our distinguished visitors is the Honorable Roberto 
Lopez Fabrega, Panamanian Minister of Public Works, who is a 
graduate of the University of Iowa. Mr. Fabrega. [Ap jause. | 

Our next distinguished visitor is from Peru, the Honorable Eduardo 
Dibos Dammert, Peruvian Minister of Development and Public 
Works, former mayor of Lima, and founder of the Peruvian Road. 
Association. [Applause.] 

We had the pleasure of meeting Mr. Eduardo Dibos Dammert down 
in Caracas, Venezuela, I think about 4 or 5 years ago, when we had a 
very pleasant 

ur next distinguished guest is from Venezuela, Engineer Francisco 
Aspurua, chief engineer, planning division, of the Colombian Depart- 
ment of Highways. 
41 
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I would like to introduce another friend of ours, who has also been 
very kind to us at many of the inter-American meetings, Mr. Jose J. 
Tes ad general of the Mexican Highway Association. 

ause. 

Biatioman and members of the committee, it is a great pleasure for 
me to present the next gentleman, who at the present time is the presi- 
dent of the Mexican Highway Association and the president of the 
permanent executive committee of the Pan American Highway Con- 

We have had the pleasure of rinking his country a number of 
times and were the recipients of his very kind hospitality. 

Mr.O’Farrill. [Applause. 

Mr. O’Farrill has a statement to make before the committee this 


morning. 


STATEMENT OF DON ROMULO O’FARRILL, PRESIDENT OF THE PER. 
MANENT EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE PAN AMERICAN HIGH- 
WAY CONGRESSES AND PRESIDENT OF THE MEXICAN HIGHWAY 
ASSOCIATION (MADE IN SPANISH AND INTERPRETED IN ENG- 
LISH BY R. R. BUSHART) 


Mr. O’Farritt. Honorable members and friends of the Committee 
of Public Works, House of Representatives, it is an honor for the 
permanent executive committee of the Pan American Highway Con- 
oo on this occasion of its fourth annual meeting, to call upon this 

istinguished committee which has played such a large part in the 
evolution of the Pan American Highway system from a theory to 
actual fact. 

You and we have spent many active years in support of this vital 
hemispheric link. As men and machines have forged ahead to connect 
our several countries and in fact our-continents through a major in- 
ternational highway system, so have all of our peoples become more 
closely allied through the economic and daltaral ayebaniie which are 
automatic byproducts of such a network. | 

Some of our critics have sometimes become impatient with our work 
and have complained that progress has been slow. To this we would 
say that only Don Quixote himself could turn windmills into giants 
and, by contrast, our problems have run the gamut of climate, terrain, 
and continuing construction problems in the face of rapidly increasin 
costs. As you so well know because of your intimate connection wi 
the highway, our problems have been very real ones but, as you also 
know, they have not been found insurmountable. 

I cannot let this moment pass without a special word of praise for 
the magnificent support given our cause over the past many years 
by the Bureau of Public Roads. The contribution of this Bureau 
is not susceptible to normal standards of measurement for its guidance 
and help, ever sympathetic to the particular needs and requirements of 
the individual nations and both the inter-American and pan-American 
systems as a whole, have loomed ng in the minds and hearts of all 
of us. Under the guidance of the Federal Highway Administrator, 
Bertram D. Tallamy, our working relationships and close cooperation 
have reached a level of unparalleled productivity. All of us today 
pay an especial tribute to this friend of the Latin Americans. 
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The Pan American Highway from Laredo on the United States- 
Mexican border down to Rio alone links the capitals of 17 continental 
countries and covers 18,769 miles. Of this distance 7,700 miles are 
paved, 8,541 are in good condition for all-year travel, 1,690 miles 

uire improvement to insure passable all-year traffic and only 836 
miles remain to be constructed. 

Out of this 836 miles to be built some 435 miles are in the section of 
the Darien of Panama and the contiguous zone in Colombia. Fortu- 
nately, all members of the Organization of American States have pro- 
claimed the financial problem of a route through the Darien to be 
one of an inter-American nature and one which requires joint inter- 
American action for its solution. This thesis was established by the 
Pan American Highway Congresses and reaffirmed at the meeting 
of the representatives of the Presidents. 

We in Latin America estimate that 70 percent of the total produc- 
tion of our nations is transported over highways and _— y those 
highways which are identified with the Pan-American ighway Sys- 
tem. According to the compilation of the International Road Federa- 
tion, there are 3,511,000 motor vehicles in Latin America. Of these 
almost 2 million are private cars and 114 million are buses and trucks. 
In the 20 Latin American Republics, total production has been in- 
creasing between 2 and 10 percent per year. Thus, an average of a 
5 percent per year production increase in the countries of the Latin 
American community make that community one of the most rapidly 
developing economic areas of the world. Yet the full impact of the 
economic and social benefits of this prodigious system cannot be fully 
realized until North and Central America are linked by land passage 
with the South American system. 

The committee which I represent today is deeply appreciative of 
the important contribution of the United States to the building of 
our inter-American highway system. The U.S. contribution cover- 
ing two-thirds of the cost of the inter-American highway construc- 
tion in the five Central American countries and Panama to the Canal 
Zone has been more than a giant step to insure realization of the 
highway. Not only has this action provided a strategic defense for 
that vital zone of the continent, but has also helped to increase and 
facilitate the movement of ideas, produce, and travelers. The salutary 
and far-reaching effects of increased inter-American travel alone are 
known to all of ow ar or 

Mariy steps lie ahead which require our additional thought and 
financial assistance. The matter of financing the Darien gap in 
Panama and Colombia is one of the most important problems be- 
fore the Executive Committee of the Pan-American Highway Con- 

S as we meet now in Washington. We undertake our delibera- 
tions in the firm belief that the House of Representatives Public 
Works Committee shares our ‘conviction that a formula must be 
found which will permit the! financing of the last important land 
link between the Americas; also that the committee shares with us 
our conviction that a Pan-American Highway system fully operative, 
and adequately maintained, is one of the finest gifts that men of our 
generation can give to the world. 

We of Latin America, areproud.to number the members’of this 
committee and its staff among our personal friends and among the 
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foremost friends of our individual countries. The names of the 
Honorable George Fallon, the late Harry McGregor, and other pee 
ent and past committee members, have an especial significance. They 
have gone far to give new meaning to the phrase “inter-American 
friendship” and for all of this we are fully appreciative. [Applause] 
Mr. Faxon. Mr. O’Farrill, the committee appreciates your ve 

fine statement. This committee has believed, as you have stated, for 
a long time that good communications between our neighbors to the 
south and the United States will promote friendship, which is rare 
in this troubled world today. | 

.. L would like to present now for a few appropriate remarks our own 
Federal Highway Administrator, Mr. Tallamy. Mr. Tallamy is also 
going to be our first witness today. 
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STATEMENT OF B. D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINIS. 
TRATOR, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE—Resumed 


_ Mr. Tatuamy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
sure from the comments you have just heard from Mr. O’Farrill that 
you recognize that the chairmanship of the Permanent Executive Com- 
mittee of the Pan American Highway Congresses is in wise and good 
hands. I have found that he and his associates and the other minis- 
ters of, highways and representatives of the South American and 
inter-American countries are very cooperative and most interested in 
our highway problems, and they are talented and good engineers 
and executives. It is a real pleasure for me, representing the Bureau 
of Public Roads, and through that organization your committee, the 
Congress and the administration, to participate in the solution of some 
of their very vast and difficult bed but ones which are being 
solved. [Applause. ] 

_ Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis. I am sure it is unnecessary for any of us on this com- 
mittee to add anything to what our distinguished and presiding officer, 

Mr. Fallon, of Maryland, and our friend, Mr. Tallamy, have said, 
but all of us want you distinguished gentlemen to know how grateful 
we are to you for coming up to our committee this morning. We do 
hope you will find our country just as,hospitable as you have been cour- 
teous and kind and generous to us when we have visited your separate 
countries. [Applause.] 

Mr. Avontncioss. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Auchincloss. 

_ Mr. Avcuincioss. Representing the minority, I merely wish to re- 
echo the sentiments and the statements which have been already made 
heré, I think in this troubled world today that anything that can be 
done to bind closer the bonds of friendship between North and South 
America is well worthwhile and should be supported by all of us to 
the greatest degree possible. 

Your visit to us here is ample evidence of your friendship, and I feel 
sure that the United States in kind. [Applause. ] 

Mr. Fation. On behalf of the committee, in closing I want to 
thank you very much for this visit. We wish the executive com- 
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= | mittee of the Pan American Highway Congresses every success, 
a Thank you very much, gentlemen. [Applause.] 
ms Now the committee will continue the hearings on H.R. 6303, and 


| 
first witness this morning is Mr. Bert D. Tallamy. 
| Mr. Mr. and members of the committee, I 
| 


fo. have no direct testimony to present in addition to that presented by 
the Under Secretary Mueller yesterday, but I would like to | by may 
bow i | of introduction that it might be well to clarify the intent of the bills 
seid under consideration in regard to the supervision that would be given 

_ the projects which would be consructed by them. I believe that ques- 
hin tion was raised yesterday and not fully answered. 


H.R. 6303 and S. 1714 and other identical bills would amend title 
93 of the United States Code on Highways by adding material to 


Is. that title. Consequently, since it is an amendment of existing Fed- 
eral-aid legislation, all of the provisions of the legislation which are 
not specifically amended by the bill under consideration would hold. 
In other words, the projects which would be constructed by funds 
es | reimbursed to the States would have to be approved for programing 
- for location, and the plans would have to be approved and the con- 
“ee struction supervised just the same as it is today, with these only 
a | exceptions so far as the other portions of the Federal-aid administra- 
tion go today. 
nd First, the funds authorized could be apportioned and would be 
ef apportioned to the States in accordance with the formulas presented 
vs in the bill, rather than in the formulas that we now use for primary, 
uw secondary, and urban highways.. 
| the funds would available for expenditure upon the 
= | Federal-aid primary system without any limitation as to whether 
8 the roads were in the urban or rural sections. 
Third, the Federal share of the construction project could be as 
high as 100 percent. 


| o. 4, progress payments on the projects financed with this fund 
ae | would have to be paid not later than 30 days from the date of the re- 


, quest by the State. 

, Those would be the only differences in regard to the administration 
a of the program as compared to the administration today. 

Pel Khother point which we discussed at some length yesterday and 


which I believe might be desirable to clarify has to do with the num- 
Fick ber of miles which have been completed, and partially completed. 
| Actually, in varying degrees we have completed thus far 10,859 miles, 
and of this amount, 1,955 miles are completed entirely. The remain- 

7 miles are completed in varying stages. 
or example, 832 miles on the Interstate System are now between 
80 and 99 percent complete; 1,066 miles are between 60 and 80 per- 
) cent i 1,717 miles are between 40 and 60 percent completed; 
} 3,312 miles are betwen 20 and 40 percent completed; and 1,977 miles 


. are between zero and 20 percent complete. That makes a total of 
8,904 miles. 

Those are the miles which involve both free roads and toll roads, 
and which are subject to the reimbursement which is under con- 
sideration, subject only to an estimate of some 94 miles, which is in 
addition to the figures I have just read you. Some 94 miles which 
have been estimated as being partially complete, and which 94 miles 
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were not included in the complete survey and study which was pre- 
sented to the Congress last year on the status of toll roads put into the 
Interstate System, and free roads put into the Interstate System. 
They were not included because the system was not extended to the 
extent of 2,102 miles until October of that year. 

So yesterday Secretary Mueller testified he would like to have the 
opportunity of presenting slightly revised figures indicating the re- 
imbursements under this bill, 4 those revised figures would result 
from those 94 miles which I am now describing. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at that point? 

Mr. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Tallamy, in the memorandum you said 10,850 
miles had been included in the Interstate System. Is that correct? 

Mr. Tatiamy. 10,859 miles. But I just pointed out that there will 
probably be an addition of about 94 miles, plus or minus. 

Mr. Scuerer. And only 1,955 miles of that 10,859 miles are com- 
pleted to standards? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Right. 

Mr. Scurrer. That leaves a balance of 9,104 miles on which vary- 
ing amounts must be spent to build them up to standards. Is that 


r. That is right; 8,000 miles. 

Mr. Scuerer. Do we have any estimate of the cost of bringing the 
9,104 miles up to standards? 

Mr. Tatutamy. That was discussed yesterday. I believe the i 
of $3 billion was mentioned. I made a search of that yesterday after- 
noon and was not able to find the origin of the $3 billion. We made 
a rough estimate. 

Mr. Scuerer. I megenes that because it was in the back of my 
mind some place that I had read it or computed that amount from the 
material that was furnished by the Bureau of Public Roads in one 
of its reports. I may be wrong. 

Mr. Tatuamy. I could not find it, Mr. Scherer, and to determine 
the figure would be a very difficult thing to do in that it would have 
to involve a breakdown of the estimates that were submitted by all 
of the States. We could do it all right, but it would take quite a 
lengthy time. 

Mr. Scuerer. Well, it would run at least $3 billion. 

Mr. Tattamy. I would judge it would run between $4 and $5 billion. 

Mr. Scuerrer. Then my estimate was low. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I made a rough estimate and guesstimated it at about 
$4 or $5 billion. 

heey Scuerer. That is close enough for the purpose we have in 
mind. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. That would raise the cost of completing this Inter- 
state System over and above what we calculated it yesterday by at 
least a billion to a billion and a half dollars. 

Mr. Tattamy. No. I am awfully glad you raised that point, be- 
cause the estimates we have considered from the very pe ciataey Sie 
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the contemplation of this program up to today have always 
estimates for the completion of the Interstate System. 
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Mr. Scuerer. And included bringing these toll roads and freeways 
up to standard ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, it did. 

Mr. Scuerer. All right. Then the figures we arrived at yesterday 
were approximately correct ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman yield for a question ? 

Mr. Scuerer. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Tallamy, you say that this addition to the toll roads 
that are eligible for inclusion in the Interstate System would run ap- 
proximately $4 or $5 billion. How does that vary from the com- 

utation given to the committee in 1956, that the cost of the program 

upon the 40,000 miles then would come to a certain figure? How 

much does it vary from the original calculations made by the Bureau 
of Public Roads? 

Mr. Tattamy. The original calculations of the Bureau of Public 
Roads in 1955 for the 1956 act included costs for completing the toll 
roads and the free roads which we are now discussing. It did in- 
clude those costs so it included them the same as it does now. 

Mr. Jones. How much variance is there between the estimates, then ? 

Mr. Tallamy, I will not take up your time because I understand that 
this was discussed yesterday. I was not here yesterday and I apolo- 
gize for taking up the time of the committee with it. I will read 
your testimony on yesterday and save the committee that time. Thank 

ou. 
" Mr. Fation. Do you have anything else, Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. Tattamy. I have no further direct comments to make, Mr. 
Chairman. I would be very happy to answer any further questions 
the committee might desire to ask. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Tallamy, on page 3 of the Buckley bill, on line 10 
appears the wording: 


* * * awarded not later than June 30, 1957. 


Is that in the present law ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. The cutoff date is? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. We have, as you know, in the States of Oregon and 
Washington under construction with contracts let after that date, we 
are building an interstate bridge on Highway No. 99. In order to 
handle the traffic we must maintain a second bridge there, and there- 
fore make both structures toll structures. Those toll structures would 
8 entitled to any compensation under this particular bill, would 

Mr. Tatztamy,. I am not sure. If the bonds were sold and the 
contracts for the advancement of that project were signed prior to 
that date, then they would be, even though the work is not started. 
But if the contract is not signed then they would not be. 

Mr. Mack. Pardon me. If the work is not started? 

Mr. Tatiamy. If the contracts for the work have been signed then, 
of course, it would be eligible. If the contract for the work had 
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not been signed they would not be eligible. The actual performance 
of the work is not important. 

Mr. Mack. So the signing of the contract is the deciding factor. 

Mr. Tatxamy. The signing of the contract is the important date. 

Mr. Cramer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. Cramer. Mr. Tallamy, I would like to ask you the same ques- 
tion I asked the Secretary yesterday, that is, with regard to the report 
to be made in 1961 with regard to section 210. The information that 
will be made available then with regard to allocation of costs and 
types of financing and the cost of the program, and so forth—do you 
not think that that information is something that it is essential for 
this committee to have in determining this question of reimburse- 
ment? Do you not think we could make a better decision after receiv- 
ing that information on a permanent basis than we can presently 
without that in formation ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Of course, the more information one has in making 
a determination, the more accurate can be the final conclusions. In 
1961 we are going, I presume, to develop a long-range financing pro- 
gram for the completion of the system in the prs of those reports. 

Mr. Cramer. Certainly this question of an additional cost to the 
program in the amount of something in excess of $4 billion is a 
pe lem that has to be considered in conjunction with the long-range 

ancing of the program, is it not? It is certainly going to affect 
the financing of the program. 

Mr. Tauxamy. I think this bill contemplates taking the money for 
reimbursement from the general fund. I suppose that would have 
to be considered and, of course, would have to be considered in the 
development of the long-range financing program. 

Mr. Cramer. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Buckley. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Tallamy, at the time we passed this bill did 
we not am a 41,000-mile bill for new highways? We never dis- 
cussed freeways, thruways, or turnpikes. We talked about 41,000 
miles of new highways. 
eae TALLAMY. We were talking about a 41,000-mile system of 

ghways. 

The Cuarrman. Of new highways. The administration has taken 
away from the States better than 10,000 miles of highways, freeways, 
thruways, and turnpikes, and this mileage has been included in the 
41,000 miles of the Interstate System. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Mr. Buckley, the original legislation contemplated 
a system of express highways connecting important cities and indus- 
trial centers of the United States. If there was already a road con- 
necting those two centers and it did meet the Interstate System 
standards, the 1956 act recognized that and authorized the inclusion 
of those roads into the 40,000-mile system as a part of it. 

The Cuarmman. You were in charge of the building of the New 
York Thruway. Is that right? 

Mr. Tatxiamy. Yes, sir. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Does the New York Thruway come up to the 
standards of the Interstate System ? . 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 
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The CuarrMan. All right. I will agree with you. I think it does. 


It is a modern thruway. It is a beautiful thruway. 


Now, what about the bondholders who have $500 million worth of 
bonds in that New York Thruway? Will the day ever come when 
that thruway is going to pay those bondholders? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. The thruway will pay the bondholders, 
in my judgment. There is a great deal of traffic on the thruway now 
all the way between New York and Buffalo. It is ahead of expec- 
tations and the revenues this year are ahead of expectations. 

The CuarrMan. I understand that it is not carrying the volume of 
traffic that it was expected to handle. 

Mr. Tattamy. There is a lot of traffic on the thruway. 

The CuarrMan. Traffic or not, it will take many years to pay off 
the bondholders. That thruway should never have been placed on 
the Interstate System. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Just in case, Mr. Buckley, there are any members 
here or any others who have thruway bonds that are not guaranteed 
by the State, just so they do not worry too much, we do have a first 
lien on all revenues against those bonds, so that it is inconceivable 
that they would not be paid their principal and interest. 

The CuatrMan. Who has the first lien 

Mr. Tatuamy. The holders of bonds that are not guaranteed by 
the State have a first lien against the revenues of the entire thruway 


stem. 

VThe CuarrMan. If the thruway is not paying, what good is their 
lien 

Mr. Tattamy. No. I think it is a rather interesting point. 

The Cuamman. Very interesting. 

Mr. Tatuamy. The thruway system is valued at $1 billion and the 
revenue bonds that are not guaranteed by the State amount to only 
$500 million. So that the $500 million revenue bonds have a first 
security on a $1 billion project. So the traffic and the thruway opera- 
tion would have to be cut down below one-half of anticipated revenue 
before a revenue bondholder would be subject to loss. 

The CuatrmMan. They might be able to pay the interest but will the 
be able to amortize or set aside enough money to pay off those bon 
at the rate they are going ? 

_Mr. Tatnamy. Well, in defense of the thruway, I think they will, 
sir. 

The Cuarrman. I think that since the Government took over the 
thruway, New York should be reimbursed for this lost mileage as 
provided in my bill. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. Chairman, I certainly want to agree with the 
chairman of the full committee that these turnpikes that are part of 
the Interstate System should be put over on a free basis, and that the 
Federal Government, which has had the benefit of their inclusion in 
the system, should pay its fair share of the cost of putting them on a 
freeway system. 

In that connection I would like to ask my good friend, Mr. Tallamy, 
a question or two about current cost estimates with respect to the 
Interstate System. , 

It is my understanding that the total figure now stands at $40 billion, 
= which $36 billion is to be the Federal share for the Interstate 

ystem. 
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Mr. Tatuamy. Yes; that iscorrect. 

Mr. EpMonpson. Could you tell me what portion of that $40 billion 
spemennnts new construction? When you make an estimate of $40 
billion, how much are you allocating to the construction of new roads? 

Mr. Tattamy. About 38,000 miles. 
ae, Epmonpson. About 38,000 miles of it you expect to be new 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right. 

Mr. Epmonpson. As I understand it, you have incorporated alread 
into the system 8,909 miles of free roads that are already constru 

Mr. Tatuamy. Free and toll roads. 

Mr. Epmonpson. 8,909 miles I understood were free roads and 1,950 
miles were toll roads, making a total of 10,859 miles of free and toll 
roads “ham had been incorporated into the system. Are my figures 
wro 

Mn Tatuamy. Your figures are correct, but some of the 8,909 miles 
were uncompleted toll roads. 

Mr. Epmonpson. What percentage of the 8,909 miles would be 
uncompleted toll roads? 

Mr. ieetdabe The uncompleted toll roads amount to 378 miles. 

Mr. Epmonpson. 378? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Out of approximately 9,000 then ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. And the uncompleted free roads are 8,526, making 
a total of 8,900. 

Mr. Epmonpson. When you say they are not completed, do you 
mean that they are not usable as roads today, or do you mean that 
they have to have some additional work done to them in order to bring 
them up to the Interstate System standards? 

Mr. Tattamy. They have to have additional work to bring them 
up to Interstate System standards, 

Mr. Epmonpson. Do you also include in your estimate additional 
work on the toll roads that are not up to standard ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, but it is not a part of the estimated cost to be 
borne by the Federal and State Governments. It was indicated in 
the previous reports that were submitted that there was a cost to be 
borne by others. 

Mr. Epmonpson. In other words, the work that is needed on the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike and other turnpikes that are not up to Inter- 
state System standards is not estimated as a part of the cost of the 
Interstate System. Is that —_ 

Mr. Tautamy. As a part of the cost to be borne by the Federal and 
State Governments. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I see, Do you know what the cost of that esti- 
mated additional work is that will have to be performed? 

Mr. Tauuamy. I can give it to you. 

Mr. Scuerer. You mean toll roads? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Turnpikes and toll roads, and I assume toll 


bridges 
r. Taruamy. And bridges and tunnels. That is $1,940 million. 
Mr. Epmonpson. In other words, to bring the toll roads and turn- 
ikes and toll bridges and tunnels up to Interstate System standards 
or those that are already included in the system, an additional cost 
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of $1,940 million is estimated and the Federal Government is not ex- 
pected to nor are the States expected to participate in any part of that 


‘cost 


Mr. Tatitamy. That is right. 

Mr. Epmonpson. What assurance do we have that that $1,940 mil- 
lion worth of work will be done to bring those roads and bridges and 
tunnels up to Interstate System standards ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Would you repeat that question ? 

Mr. Epmonpson. What assurance do we have, what guarantees do 
we have, that that work will be done to bring those toll roads and 
bridges and tunnels up to Interstate System standards? 

Mr. Tatuamy. We believe they will because they are active pro- 
rams and the financing is being arranged for those toll roads to be 
rought up to standards. For example, the Narrows Bridge in New 

York is one of them. That is $300 million for one bridge which is 

ing ahead. It is a toll project. And the one in the State of Wash- 
ington which was mentioned, and others that are in the active stage, 
and we have no reason to believe that they will not be completed. 

Mr. Epmonpson. You are just assuming it is in the interests of 
the roads or the bridges that they come - to standards, but there 
are no guarantees or assurances of any kind? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No. 

Mr. Epmonpson. That this $1,940 million will be spent to bring 
them up to standards? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No. 

Mr. Epmonpson. In the event substantial segments of the turnpike 
and toll road mileage of the country were not brought up to Inter- 
state System standards, would it be your feeling that they should be 
eliminated from the Interstate System? 

Mr. Tatitamy. Well, I think it would depend—it is a matter of 
degree. I do not think I can answer the question because I expect 
they will be brought up to full standards. Now, if they were only 
brought up to within 80 percent of full standards for some reason 
of a change in their program from now until the time they do the 
work, it might be all right to leave them on. It is a matter of degree, 
I think. 

Mr. Epmonpson. How substantial a correction is needed on the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike to get it up to Interstate System standards? 

Mr. Tattamy. On the Pennsylvania Turnpike I am sure we did 
not figure anything in there for them to be brought up to standard. 
We accepted the Pennsylvania Turnpike as being standard. It 
actually does not meet standards in all respects, but to build another 
road there parallel to it would not be practicable, so we did reset 
it. It is not a part of the reimbursement study because it was built, 
at least the main part of it was built before the 1947 period, but we 
did include it in the system at the State’s request because it would 
be impracticable to build another one parallel to it. 

Mr. Mumma. Will you yield, Mr. Edmondson ? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes. 

Mr. Mumma. Is not the principal deficiency of the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike the width between the two strips? 

Mr. Tatuamy. That is the principal deficiency. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. Are you finished ? 


Mr. Mumma. Yes. 
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Mr. Scuerer. Will you yield, Mr. Edmondson ? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Tallamy, the chairman, Mr. Buckley pans 
out that in his opinion the bondholders of the New York Thruway 
would never be paid. Of course, you differ with him? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Scurrer. And he indicated also that he thought the Govern- 
ment should repay those bondholders. 

If this Buckley bill is passed, does it in its present form provide 
for the repayment of those bondholders and the freeing of the New 
York Thruway ? 

Mr. Tattamy. No. The present bill under consideration would 
provide for construction of additional roads or other roads. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask another question or 
two along the same line of the allocation of this additional cost. 

You mentioned of this approximately 9,000 miles of free roads 
integrated in the system that there was a substantial amount of work 
to be done on them. - 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

e § Epmonpson. To bring them up to Interstate System stand- 
ards, 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Do you have the estimate of cost of that addi- 
tional work to bring these free roads, incorporated in the Interstate 
System, up to standards? Could you give us that figure? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I have not segregated it from the total costs. To 
do so would take quite a bit of extensive work, because the reports 
which came in to us from the States were on a section-by-section 
basis of the whole system, and they did not attempt to segregate 
the work that had to be done differently on the free roads and dif- 
ferently than any other section. So it would be difficult to get. I 
would estimate in just a rough estimate, and a guess, that it would 
be between $4 and $5 billion. 

Mr. Epmonpson. On that work where the States’ free mileage was 
incorporated into the Interstate System and additional work is re- 
quired to be done on them to build them up to Interstate System 
standards there will be 90-10 participation, will there not? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. There is no question about it ? 

Mr. Tattamy. No question about it. 

Mr. Epmonpson. The Federal Government’s obligation and present 
Me pas and intention are to participate on a 90-10 basis on 

at 

Mr. Tattamy. On all of those free roads the Government will 
on a 90-10 basis. 

Mr. Epmonpson. On portions of the turnpike mileage that might 
become free during the period of completion of the Interstate Sys- 
tem, would the Government as a matter of course participate on a 
90-10 basis for bringing those roads up to Interstate System stand- 
ards once they had free status ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. If they were free the Government would partici- 
pate on a 90-10 basis. Yes. 
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Mr. Epmonpson. Then the only reservation that, exists in the pres- 
ent program on the 90-10 participation on turnpikes to ¥ tgs ei 
up to Interstate System standards is the fact that a toll is 
for traveling on the road. Is that right? 

Mr. That is right. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I understood that there was testimony yesterday, 
which I missed, by the Under Secretary of Gomme snee he per- 
sonally felt on principle at least that there should reimburse- 


ment to the States for the turnpike mileage incorporated into the 


stem. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Was that the testimony as you understand it? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. pat 

Mr. Epmonpson. Do you have any qualifications to that on principle 
at least as your position on the question ? pa K0 le 

Mr. Tattamy. No, sir. Not so far as my personal position is con- 

rned. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Then the only real problem that exists in honoring 
this plan from the standpoint of the Department of Commerce is the 
question of the availability of money to do the job. Isthatit? _ 

Mr. Tattamy. How are you going todoit? The formula for doing 
it, I would say, is the whole thing so far as my personal opinion is 
concerned. 

Mr. Cramer. Would the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. EpmMonpson. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. A further question is, assuming reimbursement is ac- 
complished, what the States should be permi to use the money for; 
is it not? Such as the gentleman from New York suggested, as to 
whether they should have authority to use the money to free the toll 
roads. The Buckley bill, of course, only provides to make the money 
available for the existing system. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. That is right. 

Mr. Cramer. That is a Saduneeal question which Congress will 
have to decide. 

Mr. Tattamy. That is one of the fundamental considerations. 

Mr. Cramer. Then there is the further question, assuming they are 
entitled equitably to reimbursement, as to when that right should vest, 
that is, at the end of the present system if adequate financing is not 
made available to cover both the present projects authorized and the 
new toll facilities and free roads for reimbursement. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. Whether that should take place, depending on the 
amount of money made available, presently or at the end of the con- 
struction period of the presently planned system, so that its construc- 
tion will not be hampered. But those are basic questions which we 
have to decide. 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right. 

Mr, Scuerer. And whether it comes out of the trust fund or out of 
the general fund, as provided in the Buckley bill. 

_ Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

_Mr. Cramer. What is your view? I know you are opposed to this 
bill, Mr. Tallamy, but suppose we do adopt a bill like the Buckle 
bill. Would you prefer that the money be paid out of the trust fun 
or out of the general fund ? 
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Mr. Tautamy. I personally believe that it ought to be paid out of 
the trust fund, and the trust fund augmented to do se—either aug. 
mented or extended. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman. . 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jonzs. Mr. Tallamy, I have the report of the Department for 
this year, which gives an account of the progress of the entire Federal- 
aid road program, and I see a compilation of total miles on the Inter- 
state System as contained on page 23 of the report amounting to 
40,674 miles. Is that correct? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I have a different report here. Does it give a table 
number ? 

Mr. Jones. I believe it is table A-1-C. 

Mr. Tautuamy. Yes,sir. Ihave the table. 

Mr. Jones. Those figures are correct ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Now, look at the allocation of miles to the State of 
New York, which is 1,227.2 miles. Will you please tell the committee 
whether or not that is the mileage under the apportionment formula 
of the 1956 act ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That represents the total mileage of the system in 
New York, but it does not represent the funds or the money—— 

Mr. Jones. It represents the allocation in construction mileage 
under the 1956 act. I am not asking you about money now. 

Mr. Tatuamy. It represents the mileage of the Interstate System 
in New York. 

Mr. Jones. That is right. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Now, under the withdrawal from consideration in the 
State of New York of toll roads there are 568.6 miles of toll roads on 
the Interstate System. Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. 568.6 miles is correct. 

Mr. Jones. Now, Mr. Tallamy, do you not think we have an in- 
escapable duty to see that under the apportionment formula that was 

art of the consideration in the act passed by this committee and the 

n in 1956, that there should be some reimbursement formula 
applied to those States that have lost mileage under the 40,000-mile 
formula? ' 

Mr. Tatxamy. I personally agree that the reimbursement is a de- 
sirable thing and an equitable thing. 

Mr. Jones. The question has arisen as to how that apportionment 
would be made to make certain that the moneys went to those States 

that lose Interstate System mileage and have mileage that meets the 
standards and specifications of the Interstate System already con- 
structed. Would the money made available to the other States under 
this bill be used as we normally employ Federal aid on all of the 
other existing systems? 

Mr. Tatxamy. I believe it would be desirable if it were to be used 
for highway construction—and I believe it should be—in my opinion 
it should be confined to the primary system, which includes exten- 
sions of the Interstate System, the primary system, in rural or urban 
areas. 
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Mr. Jonxs. If we reimbursed the State of New York would that 
not be a better question for them to resolve as to what system they 
should spend the reimbursement on, rather than for the Bureau of 
Public Roads to resolve it ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Well, if the Interstate System in New York which 
is a part of the toll road system, and there are some free roads too 
that are a part of the Interstate System too in New York, were pri- 
mary system roads, they are heavy-duty roads and the funds which 
were used to build those roads came from, I would think, from roads 
of a similar category and not from farm-to-market roads. So there- 
fore any funds reimbursed to a State I think should go to the same 
general category of highway improvement that they would logically 
have come from when the Interstate System was built - the Sta 

es them a 
but farm-to-market roads. 

Mr. Jones. But you do not think that the reimbursement problem 
is insurmountable ? 

Mr. Tattamy. I am sorry. I did not get that question, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. I say you do not think that is an insurmountable prob- 
lem, making reimbursement to those States that have contributed 
already-constructed roads to the Interstate System. 

Mr. Tatxiamy. I do not think it is insurmountable. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have any suggestions other than that contained 
in this bill as to how it should be done ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Well, Secretary Mueller indicated yesterday his per- 
sonal interest in the matter of reimbursement. As a result of that 
I feel quite confident we will have some meetings, and it may be that 
asa result of that we will come up with a suggestion. 

Mr. Jones. What is your thought on the subject ? 

Mr. Tattamy. My personal thought at the moment at least, with- 
out necessarily being los or fixed, because I do not have a firm fixa- 
tion at the moment, but I believe at the moment we should build the 
system we have before us first and get that done. Any plan of reim- 
bursement should recognize we have a job before us and we have this 
heavy traffic demand, and that we ought to, with limited funds, build 
these highways which are unbuilt now. Then afterward we can tackle 
the problem of financing the reimbursement. 

Mr. Jones. Do your other systems have a current obligation for 
construction while the Interstate System is being built ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, they do, but the Interstate System is the back- 
bone of our highway system of the Nation. Large portions of it are 
unbuilt, and I think we ought to hurry and get them built just as 
rapidly as we can for the national welfare. 

Mr. Jones. I can appreciate the anxiety which we all have for the 
early completion of the Interstate System, but I am just wondering if 
we should not treat all of our obligations on the same footing. 

Mr. Scuerer. Pardon me. Do you mean A~B-C roads? 

Mr. Jones. No. I am talking about these States that are losin 
mileage under the 1956 act. They are losing mileage and losing dol- 
lars, whereas other States that do not have toll roads have an ac- 
celerated program, but the ones who have already constructed them 
will have it protracted in those States. 
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It seems to me if we are going along with this entire program, those 
States that have lost money by virtue of having mileage withdrawn 
should be emp pen a concurrent program on the primary and 
other systems which are going to contribute to the overall traffic pat- 
terns. It seems to me that you should not alienate this from the 
principles established in the 1956 act. 

Mr, Mack. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Tallamy, I would like to clarify this cutoff date of 
June 30, 1957, in the present act. 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Our Route 99 extends from the Canadian border across 
the States of Washington, Oregon, and California. It is 1,500 miles 
long. It is my understanding that the only toll structures on the 
entire section of this road will be these two bridges across the Colum- 
bia River, between Portland, Oreg., and Vancouver, Wash. The 
reason why the State awarded this contract was that the traffic was 
so heavy that they needed an additional span. The States of Wash- 
i and Oregon by contract agreed to build a second rane, It 
is impractical, of course, to have one bridge free and the other bridge 
toll, so both bridges were made toll ones. The question relates to 
the date June 30, 1957, one bridge having been started after that date. 
If that date were changed to June 30, 1958, would that affect only 
the Vancouver structure, or would it affect a few or many other 
structures or sections of road? Would the cost of changing that 
date be very material in the reimbursement am ? 

Mr. Taziamy. I do not know for s but would estimate that 
it would be quite substantial. There has continuing pro on 
toll roads and toll bridges and free highways since June 1957. The 
volume of work and the expenditure of money on those sections I 
think would be quite large. 

Mr. Mack. Do you have any statistics available in your office show- 
ing ne the difference would be in cost due to advancing the date 1 
year 

Mr. Tarzamy. I think we could make an estimate, but it would not 
bea precise one. We could furnish it to the committee. 

new “enery Would you make that estimate and supply it for the 
recor 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Mr. Tallamy. 

(The data will be found on p. 83.) . 

Mr. Scuerer. We fixed that cutoff date at June 30, 1957, originally 
because at that time the States all had notice of the fact that we were 
entering into this mammoth highway program and were going to build 
the Interstate System. 

Mr. Tatzamy. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. Is that not the reason for the cutoff date? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes; that is correct. 
Mack. it on the States of 

ashington and Oregon and not on the part of the Congress in going 
ahead with this project 90 days ahead of the cutoff date. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Mr. Baupwrin. Mr. Tallamy, you were asked a series of questions 
a moment ago by Mr. Edmondson revolving around the question of 
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whether or not there would be any reimbursement of this $1,900 
million that might be required on toll roads to make certain modifica- 
tions or improvements in them. As a matter of fact, is not the deter- 
mination against making any reimbursement at the present time for 
any road that is a toll road a determination that was made by Congress 
in previous legislation? Because in that legislation we have a specific 
provision that we cannot match any funds which are used to construct 
yoads on which tolls are charged. 

Mr. TattaAmy. That statement is correct. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwin. So Mr. Edmondson’s question is answered by Con- 
gress itself, which set this rule. 
~ Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield to me on this? 

Mr. Batpwin. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I was not on the Public Works Committee at the 
time that decision was reached, but I am informed by my colleague, 
Tom Steed from Oklahoma, that the determination that was made on 
that question was not that there should not be reimbursement by Con- 

, but rather that the question of how reimbursement should be 
made would be deferred, and that there were not funds in sight at 
that time, and there was not a formula in sight at that time on which 
reimbursement could be planned and placed in the bill. 

Perhaps he has misstated it to me, or perhaps he misunderstood it, 
but that is my understanding as to what the congressional determina- 
tion was at that time. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Edmondson, you are referring to that provision 
relative to whether reimbursement will be made, and if any will be 
made. I am not referring to that. This particular provision has 
been in the Federal-aid law prior to the 1956 act. In fact, it has been 
there practically basically all the way through. It said that Con 
will not provide any money in Federal aid for any road upon which 
tolls are charged. Is that not true? 

Mr. Tatuamy. That istrue. That is the basic law. 

Mr. Batpwin. That was not established in 1956, but it has always 
been the Federal-aid law. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. Batpwin. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. And _ there has been no hestitation in using 
Federal funds on a 90-10 basis so far as that goes to build approaches 
right up to turnpike roads. 

r. Dcoateuet That was in accordance with provisions established 
by Co but my point is this: You were asking a series of ques- 
tions which Leplied. somebody else was responsible for this decision, 
whereas Congress set the decision and set it way before 1956. It 
is a basic provision in the Federal-aid law, which has existed prac- 
tically from the day the Federal-aid law was started. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield again ? 

Mr. Batpwin. Yes: 

Mr. Epmonpson. I certainly did not mean in any way to imply or 
suggest Mr. Tallamy or the present Secretary of Commerce were re- 
sponsible in any way for the policy which was followed in that re- 
spect. I think definitely the responsibility belongs right here in 

ngress for the decision which was made on it, and if my under- 
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standing of it is correct at the time the Interstate System bill was 
passed it was based not on a firm congressional finding at that time 
that there should not be reimbursement, but on the contrary, I was 
given to understand by a man who did sit on this committee at that 
time, and I surely stand for correction on it by men who were present 
at that time, that the question of how they would be reimbursed and 
where the money would be found—those two questions were so acute 
at that time that it was felt it was necessary to defer answers to those 
questions until a later time. 

Mr. Fatton. If the gentleman will yield. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Surely. 

Mr. Fation. I will say that it was my understanding too. 

The Cuarrman. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Batpwin. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. The Bureau of Public Roads set up the Interstate 
System under the 1944 act. It might be interesting to you to know, 
and I found this out last night, that there are 7 million motor vehicles 
in the State of California that are paying the Federal tax for these 
highways. 

Mr. Batpwin. I am fully aware of it. 

The Cuatrman. And there is also clamor in the State of California 
for more schools, and higher salaries for the school teachers. Can you 
and the State of California afford to refuse $260 million that Califor- 
nia will receive under my bill ? 

Mr. How much? 

The Cuarrman. That is what it is. $260 million that you are en- 
titled to get in reimbursement. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, we are more interested in seeing that 
the Interstate System is built. We would like to see that system built 
and we would like to see that system built as soon as possible. 

I would like to ask Mr. Tallamy a couple of other questions. 

Mr. Tallamy, is it not true that under the Federal Interstate High- 
way Act that a State must initiate a request to the Bureau of Public 
Roads that a particular route be added to the Federal Interstate 
System tying down the specific route ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes; that is true. 

Mr. Batpwin. In other words, actually the discussions which have 
taken place yesterday and today, as ta how the U.S. Government has 
forcibly taken over a road from the State and said, whether toll or not, 
that this will be a Federal Interstate System Highway, as a matter 
of fact this is sort of like a marriage. You do not have a marria 
unless two people agree. Is it not true that both the State and the 
Bureau of Public Roads both have to agree before a road comes into 
the system as a Federal Interstate Highway ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes; that is right. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. Let me finish my point. 

So that indicates if a State that has had a toll road for some time and 
that toll road is taken into the system, it indicates an agreement on its 
part that that road be ‘brought under the system or that it initiated 
a request that it be brought under it? 

Mr. Tatitamy. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Will the gentleman yield tome? 
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Mr. Baupwin. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. The States have been misled. They have been 
blackjacked. 

Mr. Scuerer. It was a shotgun marriage. 

Mr. Batpwin. I have one more question, Mr. Tallamy, on the ques- 
tion of the principle involved. 

This bill would provide for the period from 1947 to 1957 roads 
that came onto the system which were already constructed in that 

riod, either free or toll, should be evinalievdetl The State of Cali- 

ornia has been in a similar position to the State of Washington. The 

State of California is going to enter into a contract in the next 2 
months for the construction of a toll bridge on a Federal Interstate 
Highway. They are doing it because they know they cannot build 
that toll bridge for years if they are going to wait until they get 
funds for it under the Interstate System program. They are doing 
it fully aware of the fact that it would have to be paid off by bond- 
holders. 

What fairness would there be in reimbursing States that built their 
roads 10 years ago and who have toll roads, whereas other States 
who do the same thing after that period, such as Mr. Mack’s State or 
our State, would have no reimbursement at all? What uniformity of 
principle would be involved in that kind of reimbursement? _ 

Mr. Tatnamy. The only thing I could comment on that is that the 
States that built toll roads and bridges prior to the establishment of 
the financing of the Interstate System did not know that the Inter- 
state System financing was available, whereas those that do so now 
do so with that knowledge. I think there is a difference. 

Mr. Batpwin. It may ‘ave been true they did not know there was 
going to be such a thing available, but if every Federal-aid program 
which was instituted by the Federal Government, such as Federal aid 
to school construction, decided that we should reimburse everybody 
for construction which they have undertaken for all of the years back 
before they realized the reimbursement was involved, it would be a 
very strange — it seems tome. I do not ask you for a comment 
on that, but 1 am only making this statement at this time. 

Mr. Fatton. Are you through Mr. Baldwin ? 

Mr. Batpwin. Yes. 

Mr. Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. In an effort to focus our attention on what I think 
is the principal question in the present consideration—and I believe 
the present consideration is an untimely consideration—I would like 
to bring this matter up. The Secretary’s testimony yesterday indi- 
cated from the standpoint of financing the present system that— 

Unless additional revenues are made available to the highway trust fund, it 
will be necessary to forego completely any apportionment of interstate funds 
during the calendar year 1959 (for fiscal year 1961), and the apportionment 
during the calendar year 1960 (for fiscal year 1962) would amount to only $500 
million. Thereafter, interstate apportionments would amount to $1.7 or $1.8 
a, annually, or about three-fourths of the annual amount authorized by 

Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. And that is the present authorization under the pres- 
ent 1956 act. Is that not 
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Mr. Tatxamy. I do not quite understand you. 

Mr. Cramer. That refers to the existing Interstate System au- 
thorization. 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. The existing authorization of the 1956 and 
1958 acts. That is the case. 

Mr. Cramer. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I would like to clarify one point. The $500 million 
you mentioned isa maximum. It might be less than that. 

Mr. Cramer. And that does not obviously then take into considera- 
tion a matter which this committee is going to have to consider, which 
is that the estimated increased cost of the Interstate System, which 
was established by testimony yesterday to amount to some $13 billion 
additional, that is not included. That is a matter that this committee 
will eventually have to consider with regard to increased authoriza- 
tions, and it is not included in the present deficit indicated. Is that 
not a We are going to have to meet that problem too, will we 
not 

Mr. Tatuamy. You will have to meet that problem in 1961. The 

problem you are confronted with now results from the act of 1958 
primarily. 
_ Mr. Cramer. And the $4 billion being discussed now which results 
in an additional authorization for reimbursement aggravates that 
problem that much more. It makes it that much more difficult a 
question with regard to financing. 

Mr. Tatiaary. It does when you consider the income of the United 
States. The present legislation has the money coming from the gen- 
era) fund, and we have been speaking recently about the apportion: 
ments which come from the trust tend. Of course, it does agureunte 
the entire income problem of the United States versus its disburse 
ments. 

Mr. Cramer. If, in fact, additional tax moneys are not voted by 
Congress, it means additional deficit financing, does it not ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, it does. 

Mr. Cramer. The critical problem, as I see it, is that we are faced 
with the question knowing these problems exist, as to whether at this 
time prior to the 1961 report we should consider this question, in view 
of the fact that if this bill is passed we are establishing a permanent 
formula for reimbursement with no program for paying the bill. 

Mr. Scuerer. Leaders on both sides say they are going to suggest 
tax reduction. 

Mr. Jonzs. I would like to pursue the questions raised by Mr. Ed- 
mondson and Mr. Baldwin about the 1944 act, which provides that 
Federal aid shall not be expended on toll roads, 

If the State of New York in the road Mr. Buckley had under dis- 
cussion built a road that meets all of the qualifications when it was 
built, and if that road were to be made free now by the State of New 
York, would the State of New York then be entitled to credits on the 
Interstate System ? | 

Mr. Tatiamy. Well, not unless it was reimbursed. 

Mr. Jones. I mean, the State Highway Director comes down and 
says, “We are abandoning the tolls on this road and we want credit 
for the Interstate System.” Could you pay them for that then? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No, sir. 
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Mr. Jones. You could not under the 1956 act? 

Mr. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. What would happen if they had a bridge, a toll bridge or 
a toll tunnel? 

Mr. Tatuamy. If they have these roads you are speaking of, at the 
time that they make them free we cannot do anything about them. If 
they have one in the planning stage and they made it free then we 
could reimburse them. 

Mr. Jonus. What about a bridge or tunnel? 

Mr. Tattamy. The same situation. 

The CHarrMAN. Will the gentleman yield? Here is a State that 
is practically bankrupt. I mean Michigan. It did not have enough 
money to pay its employees. Michigan is entitled to $195 million in 
reimbursement. Do you think it is fair not to give that State the 
money? You are — 292 miles of their new highways and putting 
them on the Interstate System. Do you think it 1s fair to Michigan, 
to do that to them? 

Mr. Scuerer. The trouble is the Federal Government is bankrupt 


The Cuaiman. I know, but Mr. Tallamy wants it delayed for 13 


Mr. Jonxs. Are you through? 

The Cuamman. No, lam notthrough. I want to be through and I 
hope Mr. Tallamy is through, because we are getting nowhere fast. 
When we had the meeting in the White House and we had the Clay 

lan before us, at that time the Clay plan called for $31 billion of 
nd issues for financing the program. Is that right? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. $31 billion. That was to build 40,000 miles of new 
highways. It did not discuss any highways that were freeways or 
toll roads, or anything like that. That was all for new highways. 
That plan would have given financial interest $11 billion in interest 
on the $31 billion dollar bond issue. It was the members of this com- 
mittee who adopted the plan to pay as we go and to build 40,000 miles 
of new highways. We never talked about thruways or turnpikes or 
freeways. Never at any time did we talk about that, and every release 
to the ra 8 that came out of the White House was for 40,000 
miles of new highways. Is that not right? — 

Mr. Tatiamy. Well, it mentioned a 40,000-mile Interstate System. 

The Cuarrman. Of new highways. 

Mr) A system of interstate highways meeting the Inter- 
state System standards. 

The Cuatrman. You do not have to answer my question. We 
have some Congressmen here who want to testify and it is very 
important to them. 

Mr. Fatxion. Are there any other questions? Mr. Edmundson. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I just want to ask one further question with re- 
gard to the breakdown of the cost. You have given us some inter- 
esting figures showing what additional cost is needed to bring the 
toll roads up to Interstate System standards, and what the additional 
cost is in which the Federal Government will participate to build the 
integrated free roads up to Interstate System standards. 
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What is the cost of the additional mileage to the Interstate System 
that was agreed to in the 1956 act? Do you have a breakdown on 
that as to what that amounts to? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I am not quite sure I know what you mean by the 
additional mileage that was agreed to in the 1956 act. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I understood it authorized the addition of some 
mileage to the authorized mileage. 

Mr. Tatuamy. It authorized 1,000 miles in addition to the 40,000. 
mile system but it also stipulated that no money was to be available 
for that 1,000 miles. So actually what the intent was, was this, I 
think: That if there were cetain portions of the free road system 
which met the Interstate System standards, in that event the State 
could then build a part and extend its system, you see, because th 
did not have to build the original system because it was up to stand- 
ards, and they could then build the extended system with the amount 
of money that would have been expended upon building the system 
that was all right. 

But there was no assurance that the amount of money that was 
available for the original system would actually build the 1,000-mile 
extension. Do you follow me? 

Mr. Epmonpson. I think an illustration of that would be the bypass 
to connect our Turner Turnpike and our Will Rogers Turnpike to 
espace the city of Tulsa and to connect them up. | 

r. Tauuamy. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I think that was some of the mileage that was 
allowed for in this additional mileage. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Have you ever broken down and calculated what 
the additional cost was of that 1,000 miles added by the act? 

Mr. Tatitamy. No, sir, we have not, because that was not added 
until the latter part of 1957, and the estimate was presented to the 
Congress in January of 1958. So there was no time to estimate this 
added 1,000 miles and what they can do with it. That will be in 
the 1961 act. 

Mr. Epmonpson. That has been 90-10 money. 

Mr. Tatiamy. It will correspond to the cost of building the road 
they are not going to build on the 40,000-mile system unless this 
legislation is changed under which we are operating now. 

My assistant points out we cannot include the estimated cost of 
the 1,000 miles in the next estimate. That is true. We cannot. 
However, we will know what roads of the 40,000 miles the State is 
not going to build in lieu of building a part of the 1,000 miles. Do 
you follow me? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Not very clearly. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Supposing there is a road between A and B in the 
40,000 miles in that particular State. A road between A and B and 
that road was going—— 

Mr. Scuerer. Will you talk a little louder, please? 

Mr. Tatrzamy. Yes. Did you hear the first part ? 

Mr. Scuzrer. I believe so. 

_ Mr. Tatiamy. Supposing there was a road between A and B ina 
particular State and that is going to cost $2 million, and that is on 
part of the original 40,000-mile system. As a part of the 1,000-mile 
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stem they have a piece of road they want to build, and that is going 
cost: $4 million, only have million to it with because 
they are not going to build the first section from A to B. We will not 
build from Xk to B but we will use that money on the other road, 
although we will only be able to do half of it because there will only 
be $2 million. There is no provision for financing the additional 1,000 
miles except to take money out of one pocket an put it in the other ; 
take money out of the 40,000-mile system and put it in the additional 
1,000-mile system, and the gage which you use to take the meney, out 
of the 40,000 miles and put it into the extra miles, is the cost of building 
the roads of the 40,000 miles which you are not going to build. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Is that going to leave a gap in the Interstate Sys- 
tem over that A to B stretch? in we going to have a bunch of gaps 
in the Interstate System as a result ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. It will, if we approve it. We may not approve their 
construction program, and that again may come down to degree. 
It may come down so that the road that is left, let us say, meets the 
Interstate System standards to 80 or 90 percent and they say, “Well, 
we do not want to build it up the other 10 percent to make it fully 
meet the Interstate System standards. Rather than doing that, we 
would rather do a part of that 40,000 miles.” Under those circum- 
stances I think we would approve it. On the other hand, if the road 
they wanted to delete were—— 

Mr. Epmonpson. Fifty percent. 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. Somewhere down in that range, we would not 
approve it. 

Mr. Scuerer. When you are talking about 1,000 miles, for the 
record, are you talking about 1,000 miles added by the Senate? 

Mr. TatitAmy. We are talking about the extra 1,000 miles. I do 
not know who added it. 

Mr. Scuerer. That was the political mileage added then. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Edmondson, are you through ? 

Mr. EpMonpson. Yes. 

Mr. Fauxon. Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jongs. Mr. Tallamy, it is going to be easy for you to calculate 
that 1,000 miles because that was written in the conference and neither 
the Senate nor House Public Works Committees considered it, and it 
only ils a road from Denved to Salt Lake City. Is that not 
correct 

Mr. Tattamy. I would not be sure that is so because we did not con- 
sider it that way. 

Mr. JONEs. That is the legislative history. 

Mr. Tatuamy. I know that the proponents of the 1,000 miles were 
very much interested in that road. 

Mr. Jonus. Have you designated that part of the Interstate System 
which was not included prior to the designation by the Bureau of 
Public Roads, the Department of Defense, and the State highway 
departments ? 

r. Tattamy. I am sorry, but I did not get that question. 

Mr. Jones. When the 1,000 miles was added in Congress it was 

5 ogy d understood it was to accommodate a road from Denver, 
lo., to Salt Lake City, Utah, and a new tunnel of several miles. Is 
that your understanding of the reason why it was added ? 
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Mr. Tatuamy. I know that those interested in that road spoke that 
way. Whether the bill was actually drafted for that specific pu 
I do not know. But I know that the ae even argued that 
wanted the additional mileage for that road you are speaking of. 

Mr. Jongs. Mr. Tallamy, you are the only man in Washington I 
know of who did not know what it was included for then. 

Mr. Tatuamy. I was not here. 

Mr. Fatxon. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 


Mr. Fauxon. Is it not true the other body passed a bill for 42,500 
miles and we passed a bill for 40,000 miles and in conference we ac- 
— and yielded to a 1,000 miles difference? That was the story 
of it. 


Mr. Jones. If that is true then in addition to that, we were fully 
informed as to where the road would be located. 

Mr. Fatuon. But there was nothing in the ea to say that 
the road would be located at the point you described. 

The Cuarrman. That was a campaign contribution. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr. Tallamy. Mr. Edmondson, 
do you have anything else? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I would like to present to the committee at this time 
for inclusion in the record a statement by Senator Robert Kerr, of 
Oklahoma, who is one of the stout champions of the Buckley bill for 
reimbursement of the States. 

Mr. Fatxon. With no objection it is so ordered. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


U.S. SENATE, 


Washington, D.C., May 19, 1959. 
Hon. CHartes A. BUCKLEY, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I regret that I was not able to personally appear 
before your committee to testify in behalf of your bill to authorize reimburse- 
ment to the States for certain free or toll roads on the Interstate System, and for 
other purposes. 

As you know, I have joined Senator Bush in introducing an identical bill in 
the Senate, which has been referred to the Committee on Public Works. 

You also know that the State of Oklahoma has two toll roads, one from 
Oklahoma City to Tulsa, and the other from Tulsa northeast to a point where 
U.S. 66 leaves the State of Oklahoma and enters Missouri. The total lengths 
of these two toll roads in Oklahoma are 88 and 103 miles respectively. Each 
of the two toll roads is a portion of National Interstate Highway System No. 44. 

I believe that the provisions of your bill are equitable and that our Govern- 
ment does not intend to penalize States which have constructed toll roads by 
depriving them of the values affixed to them as a part of the Interstate System 
and, therefore, the reimbursement should be made to the States in order to 
permit them to further improve the road situations within their borders and 
to provide a more completely adequate highway system. 

In the case of Oklahoma’s toll roads, which have already been placed on the 
Interstate System, there seems to be no question but that they adequately meet 
pee rae the standards required by the Secretary of Commerce for interstate 

ways. 

The provision of section 3 of your bill, requiring the States to use any moneys 
received from reimbursement to construct free highways to me is a reasonable 
requirement upon such States. 

I hope that your committee will see fit to report your bill in order that it 
gy go to the Senate for action by this body at an early date. 


Rosert 8. Kees. 
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Mr. Faxon. I will now introduce Congressman Celler, of New 
York. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EMANUEL CELLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Cruzer. I should like to thank the chairman and the committee 
for this opportunity to testify in behalf of my bill, H.R. 6414. The 
of this bill is to authorize the Federal Government to repay 
the States for the costs incurred by them in the construction of high- 
ways which have become a part of the National System of Interstate 
Defense Highways. 
H.R. 6414 is, in a sense, supplementary to the monumental piece of 
islation which this committee brought forth in 1956 in the Federal 
Aid Highway Act. Under that act, a 41,000 mile, modern, unified 
highway system for the entire Nation was authorized. Its purpose 
was not only the modernization of facilities which had become inade- 
uate for the demands of the mid-20th century motorist, but it was 
bo directed at creating a system of roads adequate for the swift 
movement of military forces and the civilian populations of large 
cities. The system was envisioned and planned as a National System 
with uniform standards throughout the country. In recognition of 
the Federal nature of this project, the Federal share of the costs was 
set at between 90 and 95 percent, with the States contributing only 
5 to 10 percent. Normally, Federal aid in the construction of high- 
ways does not exceed 50 percent of the costs. 
te carrying out this multibillion dollar project, it became clear 
that there already existed, or there were then in construction, in every 
State, highways which could be made a part of the National System. 
Certainly, it would have been absurd to build new roads under the 1956 
act running parallel to Gyr re existing roads which had been built 
under another program. ese roads were, therefore, incorporated 
into the miganay system created in 1956. : 
While the National a of Interstate and Defense Highways 
gained enormously by integration of these excellent roads, the 
result was also to create an inequity among the States. A State which 
had constructed a highway which was subsequently incorporated into 
the National System, received Federal aid which normally did not 
exceed 50 percent of the total cost of the road. On the other hand, 
if it was necessary to build a road for the National System, a State 
received 90 to 95 percent of the costs in Federal aid, and contributed 
only 5 to 10 percent itself. The result, therefore, penalizes those States 
which in the decade after World War II went ahead with expensive 
highway construction programs under then existing Federal aid ar- 
ts. 


en 

In order to correct this inequity, H.R. 6414 would authorize reim- 
bursement to those States contributing mileage, as specified in the bill 
to the National System. Reimbursement would equal the depreciated 
cost of construction, less Federal-aid bepenenen already made. The 
bill would also encourage additional highway construction, by re- 
quiring that funds paid to the States under this act are to be used 
exclusively for the construction of highways in the Federal-aid pri- 


mary system. 
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I need hardly point out to this committee, that State and local gov- 
ernments are finding it more and more difficult to supply essential] 
services to communities without imposing overwhelming tax burdens, 
It is rumored that in my own State of New York, a recently elected 
Governor has experienced some difficulty in producing an acceptable 
panacea for the financial pains of even that wealthy State. The pay- 
ments which would be made not only to New York, but to 47 other 
States and the District of Columbia under this bill, would be of sub- 
stantial importance in lightening a burden which is as extensive as 
it is ponderous. 

Gentlemen, the enactment of this legislation would discharge an 
obligation which, in all fairness, the Federal Government must recog- 
nize. It will also provide a substantial financial incentive for the 
construction of additional badly needed roads outside of the Nationa] 
System. I, therefore, urge the committee to carefully consider this 
be! and I hope that it will be convinced, as I am, of the need for this 

islation. 

r. Fatxon. I would like to ask unanimous consent that a state- 
ment from Mr. Eugene J. Keogh of New York be printed in the ree- 
ord at this point. 

(The statement of Mr. Keogh is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. EucENE J. KeoGH, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE NINTH 
District oF NEw YorK IN Support or H.R. 6303 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: It is a privilege and a pleasure 
to appear before you this morning in support of H.R. 6303 which has been in- 
troduced by my friend and colleague from New York, the distinguished chair- 
man of this committee, the Honorable Charles A. Buckley. I have introduced a 
similar bill, H.R. 6425. 

H.R. 6303 has for its purpose the correction of an inequitable situation. It 
provides that those States whose free and toll roads which were incorporated 
into the Interstate System shall be reimbursed for this incorporation. I believe 
everyone will agree that there is no question that those States whose roads were 
so included in the system should, in all fairness and equity, receive reimburse- 
ment from the Federal Government for the inclusion of their highways. H.R. 
6303 establishes this principle and clearly places the Federal Government on 
record for repayment of what is indeed a valid obligation. 

The Buckley bill not only provides reimbursement to those States who are 
entitled to it but it further provides that additional highways which are badly 
needed throughout the country will be constructed in the near future. It is 
further drawn in such a manner that the repayment by the Federal Government 
will be made over a 15-year period so that the repayment schedule can be 
planned in advance and that there will not be in any one fiscal year too great 
a strain on the general fund of the Treasury out of which these repayments 
will be made. 

Let me say that the Federal Government has used these roads since their in- 
clusion in the Interstate System to implement this very important highway pro- 
gram. The use of these roads has resulted in a tremendous saving to the pro- 
gram for if these 10,953 miles of highway were to be constructed today with 
constant rising costs the overall cost for completion of the Interstate System 
would be far greater than it now is. 

Let me sum up by saying there is no question that the States are entitled to 
reimbursement; their inclusion in the system has saved the Government a tre- 
mendous additional cost in new construction and, as a result of their inclusion, 
the progressive States who constructed these roads have lost additional mileage 
that they would indeed have been entitled to under the Federal highway law. 
I believe these facts clearly support immediate action on H.R. 6308. 

I trust that it will be reported favorably by this committee. 


Mr. Fation. Our next witness will be Mr. Becker. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK J. BECKER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Becxer. Mr. Chairman and members of the House Public 
Works Committee, I did not know that I would be back here twice in 
this session testifying before this committee on legislation. As I said 
only a week ago in aan E. here, I remember the years of 

Jeasure and service I had on this committee and the friendships I 
made here, and I hope I will be treated as kindly today as I have been 
in the past. 
pe Cortainly at the very beginning I want to say that I have been a pre- 

nent of reimbursement ever since the day the Clay Committee made 
its report to the Congress in 1955, and the basis of that report was 
placed in H.R. 4261, introduced by the then chairman of the commit- 
tee, Mr. Dondero. 

In section 207 of that bill the purpose of reimbursement was recom- 
mended by the Clay Committee. It was proposed by the administra- 
tion in the President’s statement to Congress. Not only the intent of 
reimbursement but the idea and manner of carrying out reimburse- 
ment was proposed by the administration at that time. 

Later on, in a second bill that was introduced in the Congress and a 
report made, the idea of reimbursement was dropped at that time and 
the reasons for dropping it I tried to find out as a member of this com- 
mittee by interrogating witnesses, but I never really found out why 
the idea of reimbursement was dropped. However, as a member of 
the committee, I introduced legislation, a bill which was identical with 
the administration bill, the second bill, but which had a section in it 
calling for reimbursement. 

All through the years, through the history of this legislation before 
this committee on the Interstate System—and I know the members of 
the committee are well aware of it—I fought for the idea of reim- 
bursement because I believed in it as a matter of principle. In view 
of the fact that the original Interstate System was laid out in 1944 
and it encompassed legislation or, rather, approved it, but around 
1947 or 1948 the States of this country could not wait any longer until 
Congress acted in order to make appropriations available to build a 
system. Many of the States, including my own State of New Yor 
had to move forward to build highways which had not been neglect 
but just during the course of time and during the course of the war 
and for other reasons had not been built up. 

New highways had not been built during that period and our high- 
ways had not only deteriorated, as others did, but traffic had greatly 
increased and the commercial affairs of the State of New York in- 
= so that it was necessary to move ahead in the construction of 
roads. 

Consequently, one of the t highways of the country was author- 
ized at that time when I aaa intalpbe of the New York State Legis- 
lature, called the New York Thruway. 

In view of the fact that these States, including the State of New 
York, were forced to pay for and build highways that were on the 
Interstate System or were close to the lines which were mapped out. for 
the Interstate System, it would only seem fair and reasonable and 
proper that those States be permitted the same basis and allowance 
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and credit on a 90-10 basis as the States which will get credit ang 
mil in the Interstate System. 

In the original maps which were produced and adopted as the Inter. 
state System, New York State was allowed some 1 odd miles, 
However, when the act was passed, New York State already had well 
under construction and well toward completion the New York State 
Thruway which took out over 500 and some odd miles out of the 
Interstate System. Consequently, we have been penalized by approx- 
imately $1 billion if we were to take the full cost of the New York 
State Thruway. 

Under Mr. Buckley’s bill, the chairman of this committee and my 
former distinguished chairman—under the Buckley bill and other 
bills that have been introduced, and I might say to Mr. Buckley there 
will be other bills introduced today, and while they are in accord with 
your bill and the bill being discussed here today, there is a different 
formula provided which may be more equitable and propitious in 
order to work out the details. 

conflict, with the statement made by my good friend Mr. Buckley a 
while ago that the original bill proposing a corporation to sell bonds 
to promote the Interstate System was a bad bi co rted that 
bill and I believe today that might have been a very g ill despite 
the fact that bankers might have made some interest on the bonds 
that would have been sold, because today we are passing a lot of 
legislation causing a great deal of deficit spending and I wonder who 
is getting the interest on the bonds the Government has to sell in 
ba to provide for that deficit spending. 

It seems to me it makes very little difference whether we issued 
bonds through a corporation that was established to issue them 
through the legislation, or whether the bonds are sold to finance this 
through provi ing the finances for it by deficit spending. The inter- 
est has to be paid on it just the same. I might point out that today 
the Federal Government is spending some $8 billion in interest on 
moneys paid on the national debt. as far as that is concerned it 
is immaterial to me. 

I do say this: I sincerely hope that this committee will bring forth 
a bill in this session of Congress which will reimburse not only the 
State of New York but all of the States that have built either toll 
roads or freeways that are being used and will be used on the Inter- 
state System, which conform to the Bureau of Public Roads stand- 
ards, or which will be brought up to the standards of the Bureau of 
Public Roads. 

sided and held the hearings on this legislation. We held hearings for 
2 or 3 years on this and we sat day after day on it. 

The necessity is there and I am sure there is not anyone who can 
dispute the principle that no State could have waited approximately 
10 years to build highways, which is what they would howe had to 

ystem. 

Mr. Chairman, I might say my colleague, Mr. John Pillion from 
the State of New York, will make a statement here and I will concur 
in his statement, and I am sure there are other members of the New 
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York delegation who will concur in that statement and he will put 
their names in the record. I sincerely hope and beg this committee 
to recognize the justice of the position in that legislation has not 
been provided in previous laws, and I am sure you will bring out a 
bill at this time. i 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatiton. Thank you, Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Baupwin. Mr. Chairman, could I ask Mr. Becker a question? 
This committee in the 84th Congress passed a water pollution control 
act which provided reimbursement for sewer facilities, or matching 
funds. Would you be in favor of at for all the sewer plants 
that had been built for 10 years prior to that 

Mr. Becker. I voted against that bill, I might say, and I opposed 
that bill in the committee. Does that answer your question ¢ 

Mr. Batpwin. You have not answered the principle. 

Mr. Becker. I could not debate the principle because I was against 
the purpose of the bill. I believe that the States should do that. I 
sonia that point with witnesses who were before the committee when 
I was a member of the committee. 

Mr. Batpwin. I realize you opposed the bill. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Mr. Dooley. 

Mr. Dootey. Mr. Chairman, as it looks now I will not be permitted 
to testify although I was scheduled to do so. Therefore, I would like 
to ask unanimous consent to include my statements in the record at 
this point. 

r. Fation. If there is no objection it is so ordered. 

(The statement of Mr. Dooley is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Epwin B. Dootry, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF 
NEw YorK 


The bill H.R. 6303, as you know, authorizes a total of $4,295,600,0007 to be 
paid over a 15-year period in amounts per year ranging from $225 to $360 
million. 

The first authorization, as has been mentioned by witnesses previously, is for 
the fiscal year.ending June 30, 1962. No appropriation is required at this time. 
The first appropriation need not be made until the fall of 1960, over a year from 
now, and would only affect the budget in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961. 

Each annual authorization is apportioned between the States on the basis of 
the contributions made by each State, so that at the end of the 15-year period 
each State will receive its total contribution. 

Each State’s matching share, i.e., the amount it would have had to spend in 
matching the Federal 90-percent payment for new construction, was deducted 
in reaching the “net reimbursable amount” due the State, so no further match- 
ing is required. 


1 The Bureau of Public Roads calculated the total of $4,295,600,000 as follows: 
1, Eligible mileage. 10, 953. 9 


2. Cost of (1): less Gupcoiation = ~ $6, 018, 600, 000 
8. Deduct States matching requirement in amount of_..-..-..-~ 585, 900, 000 


(These are 10 percent of cost to each State except in public 
land States which are between 10 and 5 percent.) 
4. Result of deducting (3) from 
(This figure represents States share of cost or Federal 
payments to which States are entitled.) 
5. Deduct Federal aid payments already, made in amount of-..... 1, 137, 100, 000 


6. Result of deducting (5) fro 4), “Net reimbursable 
amount” 4, 295, 600, 000 


5, 432, 700, 000 
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All payments under this bill are required to be used on the primary system? 
Par ag subject to the supervision of the Bureau the same as other highway 

unds. 

Appropriations may be made out of the General Treasury fund rather than 
out of the highway trust fund.* 

New York has a substantial equity in the whole matter of reimbursem 
baving constructed approximately 600 miles of toll highways in the interstate 
category. 

The construction of the Interstate System is a national project. Congress 
clearly indicated this in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 by language 
used in section 108(a). It also provided for Federal payments ranging be 
tween 90 and 95 percent of the cost. It provided for uniform standards through- 
= rad country. Assisting the national defense was one of its important 
objectives. 

Being a national project, it is readily distinguishable from ordinary Federal 
aid. For years Federal aid for highways has been based on general knowledge 
that there was a need but there was no criterion for the annual authorization, 
For the first time, the 1956 act changed the concept of payments entirely. This 
act determined the project first, namely, that it would be in the national 
interest to have a 40,000-mile Interstate Highway System, and then authorized 
enough funds to pay for its estimated cost. 

Since it is a national project, States contributing highways are entitled to 
a credit for this contribution every bit as much as they would be if they 
contributed a public building to the Postmaster General for use by him as a 
post office. Fair play and equity demand reimbursement. 

Although the Commerce Department opposes the bill, it is important to 
make clear that it opposes it on grounds of feasibility, not equity. As recently 
as yesterday morning Assistant Secretary Mueller conceded that the States 
were entitled to reimbursement. He said we couldn’t afford it now. 

If we can’t afford it now when times are prosperous, when can we afford 
it? We are spending over $70 billion a year. If over the next 15 years we 
ean’t afford to repay a just obligation which averages less than $300 million 
a year and every cent of which goes into roads which will benefit the tax- 
payers in the respective States, then we never will be in a position to afford 
it. Delay is no answer. 

There is an obligation or there isn’t an obligation. If there is one—and few 
dispute it—then it should be acknowledged at once by providing now for future 
repayment. 

How can anyone possibly say what we can or can’t afford over a 15-year 
period? Who in this room can predict the state of our finances 3 years from 
now, much less 15? It should be remembered that the first appropriation 
under this bill need not be made until the fall of next year. 

We do know that there is an obligation and that in all equity and fairness 
that obligation should be met. Before we “pay as we go” let’s “pay what we 
owe.” 


SumMMARY OF THE Proposep INTERSTATE H1GHWAY REPAYMENT 


This bill provides the following: f 

(1) Congress adopts the policy that those States contributing mileage to the 
snterstate System as shown on exhibit A of this summary are entitled to reim- 
bursement. 

(2) That reimbursement shall be in an amount equal to the depreciated costs 
of construction of the highways with certain necessary adjustments as indicated 
in the appropriate columns of exhibit A. 

(3 The repayment of a share to which the States are entitled is to be made over 
a 15-year period. Authorizations in any one year range between $225 million and 
$359,120,000. 

(4) Each State receives the definite percentage of this authorization indicated 
in the appropriate column of exhibit A. 

(5) The authorizations are to be made out of the general treasury and not out 
of the highway trust fund. 


2Primary system is most important except for interstate. It is not wise at this time 
to increase mileage of interstate. Primary system includes urban areas. 

; ame Enway trust fund is contingent. e repayment of this obligation should be fixed 
an n 
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(6) These funds are not required to be matched but are 100 percent payments. 
(7) These funds must be spent by the States on the Federal Aid Primary 


System. 


(8) These funds are in addition to any other amounts subsequently au- 
thorized to be expended on that system; may be combined with any other amounts 
authorized for any project of the system; and can be expended in either urban 


or rural areas. 


(9) Progress payments must be made within 30 days upon request of the State. 


PExursit A.—INTERSTATE HIGHWAY REPAYMENT ACT 


Net reimbursement amounts based on 90 percent of depreciated original cost less 
Federal aid already paid toll and free roads 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 


Total State’s | Federal- Net Percent 
State Miles | cost less | share of | aid pay- reim- of 
depre- cost ments | bursable | national 
ciation already | amount al 
made 
a..-- ail 93.3 $18.2 $16.4 $9.7 $6.7 0.16 
457.9 41.9 39.5 25.0 14.5 "34 
52.6 14.0 12.6 8.9 3.7 .09 
850. 2 379.9 348.1 87.5 260. 6 6.07 
272.7 45.8 41.8 24.8 17.0 .40 
Connecticut... ...--- Joa 143.6 326.6 293. 9 15.5 278.4 6. 48 
4.1 34.9 31.4 .73 
97.4 35.5 32.0 5.4 26.6 .62 
137.6 68.7 61.8 24.2 37.6 . 88 
117.7 10.9 7.5 3.4 .08 
549.7 550. 1 495.1 84.4 410.7 9. 56 
306.9 180.6 162.5 16.2 146.3 3.40 
52.1 12.1 10.9 7.0 3.9 .09 
307.9 109.3 98. 4 10.3 88.1 2.05 
56.4 37.6 33.8 10.2 23.6 55 
Louisiana... 37.8 33.3 30.0 12.6 17.4 -41 
72.9 38.7 34.8 3.7 31.1 .72 
Maryland__...... 178.1 165.3 148.8 13.4 135.4 3.15 
Massachusetts 152.7 292.0 262.8 13.2 249.6 5.81 
291.3 283. 1 254. 8 59.8 195.0 4. 53 
159. 4 25.9 23.3 10.8 12.5 .29 
Mississippi. - - 92.5 12.5 11.3 6.6 4.7 waa 
373.1 113.8 102.4 50.8 51.6 1.20 
206. 9 15.0 13.7 1L1 2.6 
Nebraska. 13. 2 1.4 .02 
Nevada........ ida 226.9 10.9 10.4 9.7 a .02 
New Hampshire B 24.0 10.1 9.1 2.3 6.8 .16 
New Jersey__....--- .. 84.2 356. 4 320.8 22.0 298.8 6. 96 
New York..-.-.... 568. 6 1, 036. 2 932. 6 133.5 799.1 18. 60 
North Carolina. 270. 4 58.5 52,7 24.2 28.5 . 66 
North Dakota. 145, 4 6.9 6.2 4.5 1,7 . 04 
Ohio .... 328.4 300.1 270.1 50.7 219.4 6 11 
CERNE 24 251.5 101.8 91.6 13.7 77.9 1.81 
378.9 106.0 97.9 31.9 66.0 1, 54 
Pennsylvania. 388, 2 432.6 389. 4 102.4 287.0 6. 68 
Rhode Island. A 10.4 19.2 17.3 6.9 10.4 . 24 
South Carolina... : 63. 1 9.5 8.6 6.4 3.2 .07 
South 137.3 9.8 8.9 5.2 3.7 
16.7 14.8 13.3 9.2 4.1 .10 
Texas. 1, 440.6 285.1 256. 6 97.7 159.4 3.71 
~~ 208.3 18.3 17.4 13.5 3.9 .09 
Vermont... 7.8 3.2 2.9 1.9 1.0 .02 
cl EE 78 161.8 123.0 110.7 14.5 96. 2 2. 24 
Washington. ___ 378. 6 90.3 81.9 20.8 61.1 1.42 
West 92.2 105.9 96.1 4.5 91.6 2.13 
am 62,3 12.7 11,4 5.5 5.9 
304.0 23.1 21.5 15.6 5.9 
Hawaii. 
District of Columbia 4.8 16.2 14.6 9.2 5.4 .12 
Total. 10, 953. 9 6, 018. 6 5, 4382.7 1, 137.1 4, 295. 6 100. 00 


| Less 
} 


72 HIGHWAY REIMBURSEMENT 
Mr. Faxon. Mr. Pillion. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN R. PILLION, A REPRESENTATIVE In 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Puion. Mr. Chairman, may I first say it is a privilege to be 
allowed to appear here before this distinguished committee. 

Mr. Faxon. Mr. Pillion, I notice you have a very lengthy state. 
ment. 

Mr. Pui0on. Yes, and I would appreciate being allowed to com- 
plete it. I do not know when the committee will rise. 

Mr. Fauton. I know we will have a call to the floor of the House 
soon. Can you complete it in that time ? 

Mr. I am afraid not, 

Mr. Fation. I was wondering if you could condense it and put 
the full statement in the record? 

Mr. Pitxt0n. I could not very well condense it. It is a matter that 
involves both the reimbursement and the whole highway program. 
It deals with that also because I recognize there will not be any de- 
cision made on the reimbursement unless we come to some final de- 
cision on the whole interstate highway problem which confronts this 


r. Well, ahead and proceed then. 

Mr. Putron. I might say, Mr. Chairman, this is a joint statement 
made on behalf of the Representatives as follows: John Taber of 
New York; Clarence Kilburn of New York; Katherine St. George 
of New York; R. Walter Riehlman of New York; Harold C. Oster- 
tag of New York; William E. Miller of New York; Francis E. Dorn 
of New York; Frank Becker of New York; Seymour Halpern of New 
York; and myself. 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this committee, it is 
a privilege to appear here today. 

trust that my statement will contribute constructively toward an 
equitable and practical solution of the many troublesome problems 
that confront this committee. 

The subject matter of this hearing is that of reimbursement. How- 
ever, this problem is an integral part of the whole of the Federal- 
aid highway program. It cannot be isolated. 

This statement will deal, first, with the reimbursement feature of 
the highway program. The second phase of this statement will re- 
late to the overall Federal-aid highway program. 


REIMBURSEMENT 


At the outset, I would like to state that I support the principles 
contained in H.R. 6303, sponsored by the distinguished chairman of 
this committee. The equalizing of Federal aid payments for the con- 
struction of the Interstate Highway System cannot be denied under 
any standard of fair play and justice. 
he legislative history relating to reimbursement is briefly this: 

In 1944, Congress directed the designation of a National Inter- 
state Highway aoe not to exceed 40,000 miles. 

On August 2, 1947, a map designating approximately 37,000 miles 
of the Interstate System was approved. is designation both fixed 


the 1 
also 
each 
Be 

ence 
mile 

Si 

Wor 
the 
Stat 

A 

to 
des! 
tior 
cou 

10 i 

cies 
tol 
oneress. 
rel 

stit 

bot 

in 

| th 
de 

on 

Tl 
| 
St 

of 

1! 

st 

F 
t 

t] 

0 

Q 

t 


HIGHWAY REIMBURSEMENT 73 


the routes within each State of the Interstate Highway System and 
also apoceted specific mileages of the Interstate Highway System to 
each State. 

Between the year 1947 and the year 1956, each Congress, by refer- 
ence thereto, in various legislative acts, confirmed the routes and 
mileages designated and approved on August 2, 1957. 

Since almost all highway construction had been suspended during 
World War II, there was a terrific need for additional highways in 
the postwar period. This was so, particularly, in the more populous 
States. 

Although Congress had approved the interstate map, it continued 
to delay its implementation. Since the routes fixed in the approved 
designation were the routes that were in most dire need of construc- 
tion, the States proceeded to construct the Interstate System. The 
could not select highways of minimum traffic. Nor could they wait 
10 years, until 1957, to begin construction. 

Depending upon their financial condition and the slp exigen- 
cies, some States constructed free highways while others constructed 
toll highways on the Interstatae System. In either event, the States 
had a normal right to assume that the Federal Government would 
reimburse them either by a cash reimbursement or by allowing sub- 
stitute mileage. 

In January 1955, the Clay report recommended reimbursement for 
both toll and free highways that had been constructed as part of the 
Interstate System, 

The Federal Highway Act of 1956 is the basic legislation providing 
the means for the construction of the Interstate System. This act 
declared it to be the intent of Congress to determine whether or not 
equitable reimbursement should be made for highways constructed 
on the Interstate System between August 2, 1947, and June 30, 1957. 
The Secretary of Commerce was directed to determine which high- 
ways measured up to the interstate standards. 

The conference report on this same act of 1956 states: 

The House bill declared the policy of Congress to equitably reimburse the 
States for both toll and free highways. 

Pursuant to the directions contained in the 1956 act, the Secretary 
of Commerce submitted House Document No. 301, dated January 7, 
1958. This report shows that $6,096 million was spent on the Inter- 
state System in the 10-year period. After deducting depreciation, 
Federal aid and other nonreimbursable items, the net reimbursement 
to the States would amount to $4.83 billion on a 90-percent basis. 

The entitlement for reimbursement of the $4.83 billion is about 
equal between the toll and the free highways. 

The 1956 Highway Act provided that opportionment of funds for 
the Interstate System shall be based upon the estimated costs in each 
State of the uncompleted portions of the highway system. No credit 
or allowance of any kind was made for those parts of the system com- 
pleted by the States either as toll or as free highways. 

In the year 1957, 2,100 miles of toll roads were accepted and specifi- 
cally incorporated into our Federal Interstate System. 

In the 1958 Highway Act, Congress, again, reasserted its policy 
and declared its intent to reimburse the States for their contributions 
to the Interstate System. That law required the Secretary of Com- 
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merce to submit to Congress possible methods for making reimburse. 
ments to States for both toll and free highways. 

On January 16, 1959, the Secretary of Commerce submitted his 
report. It contains the drafts of two bills providing for reimburse- 
ment for both toll and free highways. 

This legislative history clearly indicates our obligation to make 
these reimbursements. No explanations or exhortations are necessa: 
to prove the simple and plain injustice of the present situation. It 
cries out for immediate substantive relief. 


SECRETARY OF COMMERCE BILLS: THE BUCKLEY BILL, H.R. 6303}; THE 
PILLION BILL 


I would like to comment, at this time, on the two bills suggested in 
the report of the Secretary of Commerce, on the Buckley bill, H.R. 
6303, and my own bill, which is being introduced today. 

The first serious objection to the bills drafted by the Department of 
Commerce is that the beginning of reimbursement is postponed in- 
definitely until after July 1, 1968. 

The prospect of inflation makes this type of reimbursement a pure 
speculation. The need for reimbursement is today and not at some 
indefinite time in the far future. I would like to cite this example 
of what happens by delays: 

The New York State Thruway was authorized in the year 1943, 
The estimated cost was $225 million. 

Construction of this thruway was started in 1948. The estimated 
cost was $450 million. 
ace thruway was completed in 1958. The cost was more than $1 

illion. 

The costs had more than quadrupled in the 15 years between an- 
thorization and completion. 

This promise of reimbursement is almost equivalent to no reim- 
bursement. 

The next objection to these bills is that it would extend present 
taxes for a 5-year period from July 1, 1972, to July 1, 1977, to provide 
funds for reimbursement. 

Reimbursement is a clear and present obligation and should not be 
made contingent upon the imposition of a tax so far in the future. 

The further objection is that reimbursement is conditional in that 
it can only be made between the years of 1973 and 1977, and then 
— if all other obligations upon the highway trust fund are met 

rst. 

These bills actually give the States almost nothing in reimburse- 
ment and then take the “almost nothing” away in fine print. They 
merely use the slogan of reimbursement as an excuse to extend the 
present taxes for another 5-year period. 


THE BUCKLEY BILL, H.R. 6303 


I am pleased to endorse the objectives of the Buckley bill, H.R. 
6303. is bill gives a fair and equitable solution to the problem 
of equalizing Federal aid for interstate construction. 
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THE PILLION BILL 


I am introducing a bill on this subject today. This bill is not 
offered as a substitution for the Buckley bill, but is intended to serve 
as a guide in the consideration of amendments to the Buckley bill. 
My bill differs from the Buckley bill in the following respects: 

1. The Buckley bill would authorize a total of $4,365,600,000 over 
a 15-year period ; $225 million for each of the first 5 years, $275 million 
for each of the second 5 years, and $359,120,000 for each of the last 


ears. 
, My bill provides for a total reimbursement of $4.83 billion, of which 
$9.52 billion is for toll roads and $2.31 billion is for free roads. 

This reimbursable total is taken from the report of the Secretary 
of Commerce dated January 16,1959. 

The yearly installments would be paid at the equal rate of $322 
million per year instead of on a graduated scale. 

This type of payment has the advantage of allowing better planning 
and is a more realistic and accepted method of repayment. 

2. My bill accepts the principle contained in the Buckley bill that 
this obligation should be paid out of general funds. Like any other 
obligation of the United States, it should not be conditioned upon the 
imposition of taxes nor postponed and made conditional upon future 
unpredictable events. 

3. My bill contains the language suggested in the bills submitted by 
the Secretary of Commerce with respect to freeing toll highways from 
tolls after final payment. | 

I agree with the policy of this committee and this Congress that the 
Interstate System should be toll free. The New York State Thruway 
is obligated to use all its funds toward retirement of its bonds. 
This type of legislation would guarantee that it would become a free 
highway upon the retirement of the bonds. 

agree with that principle. It may not work out for all of the 
States, but as far as New York is concerned, we would welcome such 
a clause in the bill. 

Mr. Scuerer. Your bill does not provide that the reimbursement 
New York would receive should free the road, does it ? 

Mr. Pitti0on. No. We want to build highways. The reimburse- 
ment should be placed into constructing highways, but when the bonds 
ag on the throughways they would become free highways. 

. Scnerer. Isthat not the present intention ? 

Mr. Pitt10Nn. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerrer. That it should become free ? 

Mr. Prtuton. That isright. After the bonds are paid. 

I might add that many authorities use the profits from one trans- 
portation system and capitalize them for the purpose of issuing bonds 
to expand into all sorts of activities. And we do not want that. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would just like to comment on the Federal- 
aid highway program. 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


I can appreciate the reluctance of this committee to authorize reim- 
ursement for new construction unless it can, at the same time, resolve 
the crisis that exists with respect to financing the Interstate System. 
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Under the 1956 and 1958 Federal Highway Acts, the authorizations 
for the interstate and the primary, secondary, and urban roads haye 
been accelerated as follows : 


Primary, Primary, 
Year secondary, | Interstate Total Year secondary, | Interstate Total 
urban urban 

Millions | Millions Billions Millions | Millions Billions 
$825 $1, 175 $2 $2, 200 
RE, 925 2, 500 3.425 


Program to continue at about $2,200 million per year. 

As a result of this spurt in highway spending and the applica- 
tion of the Byrd (pay-as-you-go) amendment, section 209(g) of the 
1956 Highway Revenue Act, no apportionment can be made for the 
Interstate System for fiscal year 1961 and the apportionment for 

quote the exact langu of the retary 0 mmerce, e 13 
House Document No. 74, February 14, 1959: : ie 

As for the Interstate System, however, because of the provisions of section 
209(g) of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 it will be necessary unless addi- 
tional funds are made available, to completely forego any apportionment of 
interstate funds during the calendar year 1959 (for fiscal year 1961) and the 
apportionment during the calendar year 1960 (for the fiscal year 1962) would 
amount to only $500 million. 

Thereafter, interstate apportionments would amount to about $1.7 or $18 
billion, annually, or about three-fourths of the emount authorized by section 
108(b) of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956. 

This leaves us with the following alternatives : 

First, do nothing. 

Second, increase gasoline taxes by 14 cents per gallon. 

Third, waive the “pay as you go” provisions and continue the 
present level of the program by financing both from the highway 
= fund and making up deficits from the general funds of the 

reasury. 

N vinwad these courses of action is desirable. 

If we take the first course, then there will be no apportionment 
this year for 1961 and only $500 million can be apportioned for the 
year 1962. Thereafter, the program can continue at a rate of about 
$1.7 billion per year. 

The shut-off of funds during 1961 and 1962 would seriously disrupt 
the programs that are just being organized by the State highway 
departments. It takes years to organize the engineers, surveyors, 
draftsmen, attorneys, appraisers, construction personnel, and the 
thousands of other personnel for an efficient administration of the 
hundreds of millions of dollars of highway construction in any one 


It would be a serious mistake not to do something about leveling 
off the present “boom or bust” situation in our interstate program. 

The second course of action is to increase gasoline taxes by 1% 
cents. This is the President’s recommendation to Congress. He 
would increase gasoline taxes for a 5 year period beginning July 
1, 1959. 
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This plan is altogether unacceptable for these reasons: 

(a) The tax level, today, in the Nation is much too high. With 
tremendous increases in local school and local government taxes, the 
the additional recommended taxes would be most unfair. 

(b) Although, according to orthodox economics, taxes are con- 
sidered to be anti-inflationary, that is not the case today. There is 
a growing conviction in this country that inflation is inevitable. The 
titional spending and taxes would add to this inflationary 

chology. 
() Although the President’s recommendation for the 114-cent 
oline tax was originally limited to 5 years, his recent message on 
Say 13 did not limit the tax to 5 years. Like all other temporary 
taxes, this, too, would become a permanent tax. 

The third method would be to waive the pay-as-you-go plan and 
allow the costs of the Interstate System to be financed from the 
general funds. 

This is the worst of all methods. It would allow an unlimited 
drain upon the Treasury at a time when inflation and a lack of con- 
fidence in our fiscal system has increased to a most alarming degree. 

I offer this committee this solution to our problem : 

(1) Authorize a minimum apportionment of $1.4 billion for the 
Interstate System each year beginning with fiscal 1961. 

(2) Authorize the Highway Trust Fund to borrow from the gen: 
eral fund during the years 1960, 1961, and 1962 when there will be a 
shortage of funds under present legislation. 

(3) Reimburse the general fund of the Treasury immediately after 
1962 when income exceeds $1.4 billion. 

(4) Maintain authorization for primary, secondary, and urban 
highways at a rate of between $875 million and $1 billion as provided 
by present law and as listed under statement No. 2, page 9 of the 

reasury report, House Document No. 92, dated March 2, 1959. 

This program has the following advantages: 

(a) It provides an even distribution of funds over the length of the 
interstate program. 

(6) It allows the State highway "aol to plan upon a de- 
pendable apportionment of $1.4 billion per year for interstate 
construction. 

(c) It furnishes a definite and dependable apportionment each 
year for the primary, secondary, and urban construction. 

(d) It avoids promises of spending for highways when no tax 
revenue is forthcoming. 

(e) The borrowing from the Treasury will be kept at a minimum. 
Due to a lag between apportionment and actual expenditures, the 
will only be: 

1, In 1960, $241 million. 
2. In 1961, $757 million. 
8. In 1962, $662 million. 

(7) This program will be anti-inflationary in that it indicates that 
Con is willing to restrict its spending to its income. 

( 6) The most important roads on the Interstate System are bein 
constructed first. ae the program progresses, the importance an 


the utility of the highways diminish. 
(kh) This program is not a cut-down of the program. It is a pro- 
gram to equalize the rate of construction on a pay-as-you-go basis. 
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(z) The additional construction on the reimbursable highways wil] 
more than make 3 the difference between the $1.4 billion per year 
minimum provided for by this recommendation and the SLT bi ion 
average that would be available over the 10 years of the program. 

I trust that these comments will be of some value to this committee, 

Mr. Fatuton. Thank you very much, Mr. Pillion. 


The committee has had a call to the floor and we will have to lnaieg! 


now. 

I have a statement for the record from John R. Steelman, chairman 
of the West Virginia Turnpike Bondholders Protective Committee, 
Without objection, Mr. Steelman’s statement will be made a part of 
the record at this point. 

(The statement of Mr. Steelman is as follows :) 


Hon. Grorce H. Fatton, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHArRMAN: I am writing you in my capacity as chairman of the 
West Virginia Turnpike Bondholders Protective Committee. This committee 
has come into existence to protect the interest of those who own the turnpike’s 
bonds by attempting to obtain action necessary to put the West Virginia Turnpike 
on a sound financial footing. 

As you are undoubtedly aware, the West Virginia Turnpike has been in finan- 
cial difficulty since its opening in 1954. Costs of constructing the turnpike have 
far exceeded cost estimates, and so far traffic has been substantially under the 
levels which had been predicted. During the past year, the fourth year of the 
turnpike’s operation, the turnpike’s net revenues were not adequate to meet 
bond interest requirements. As a consequence, these bonds, which are obliga- 
tions of the State, through its agency, the turnpike commission, have been selling 
at a price equivalent to about half their face value. 

We are, of course, vitally interested in any legislative developments which 
might affect the position of the West Virginia Turnpike either favorably or 
adversely, and we have been particularly interested in a number of bills now 
pending before your committee which relate to the reimbursement of the States 
for certain highways built by them which are accepted by the Federal Govern- 
ment for incorporation in the Interstate System. 

We are especially concerned about some of the provisions of H.R. 3746, which 
would preclude reimbursement to States on account of any highway added to 
the system after January 1959. This would, of course, exclude the West Virginia 
Turnpike. In addition, this bill would postpone reimbursement payments until 
after 1968 when the Interstate System is scheduled for completion. Both of 
these provisions are, in our opinion, unjustified. 

The barring of reimbursement for highways incorporated into the system after 
January 1959 discriminates against certain States and works a very great hard- 
ship on those States and investors who have invested their funds in projects 
which for one reason or other could not qualify for inclusion in the Interstate 
System by that date. The test for reimbursement should be the fact (and not 
the date) of incorporation into the system. Similarly deferral of reimburse- 
ment for a 10-year period works a hardship on the highway systems and on the 
investors without any apparent advantages of justification. 

We feel that these deficiencies in H.R. 3746 are recognized by members of the 
House of Representatives since numerous other bills—for example, H.R. 6303, 
6414, 6424, 6425, 6439, 6465, 6566, 6473, 6480, and 6484 have been introduced 
without these troublesome provisions. All of these bills would include the West 
Virginia Turnpike as eligible for reimbursement and provide for commencement 
of reimbursement payments in 1962 rather than at an indefinite time after 
1968. If the principle embodied in these bills is finally adopted by the Congress, 
West Virginia would be better able to proceed vigorously to qualify the turnpike 
for inclusion in the Interstate System and to extricate the turnpike from its 
present financial dilemma. 


May 18, 1959, 


It is 


comm 
legis 
willt 
(T 
ME} 
The 
its vi 
simile 
of tol 
of Int 
Inf 
Secre 
pertil 
the A 
pills! 
Thi 
| and 1 
roads 
Syste 
Th 
an is 
parti 
It 
Syste 
entir 
was | 
whic 
that 
Ther 
built 
built 
publ. 
inves 
retu 
anti 
Ti 
high 
in re 
whe! 
need 
Vi 
poli 
justi 
Al 
obli; 
cont 
refe 
men 
Syst 
Li 
tion 
the 


HIGHWAY REIMBURSEMENT 79 


It is respectfully requested that this letter be incorporated in the record of your 
committee’s hearings on these bills. 
Very truly yours, 
JoHN R. STEELMAN, 
Chairman, West Virginia Turnpike BPO. 


Mr. Fatton. We also have a statement from Mr. Ross Netherton, 
legislative counsel of the American Automobile Association, which 
will be placed in the record at this point, without objection. 

(The statement of Mr. Netherton is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION RELATING TO REIMBURSE- 
MENT OF TOLL AND FREE ROADS INCORPORATED INTO THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 


The American Automobile Association appreciates the opportunity to express 
its views to the Committee on Public Works regarding H.R. 6303 and other 
similar bills providing for reimbursement to States within which there is mileage 
of toll or free highways which have been incorporated into the National System 
of Interstate and Defense Highways. 

Information already presented in the Congressional Record, the reports of the 
Secretary of Commerce, and testimony in these hearings have developed the 
pertinent basic facts regarding this issue. Against the background of these facts, 
the AAA desires to offer its comments on the basic policy issues involved in the 
bills now pending before the committee. 

The position of the American Automobile Association on this subject is positive 
and unequivocal : 

“The AAA opposes, in principle, any reimbursement to any State for public 
roads or toll roads as part of the Federal legislation for financing the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways.” 

This has been the position of the association ever since this matter became 
an issue in 1955, and it is the position of the AAA today with respect to the 
particular approach to this matter in H.R. 6303 and other similar bills. 

It is submitted that the national highway program is being carried on, as the 
language of the 1956 Federal-Aid Highway Act states, so that the Interstate 
System “be completed as nearly as practicable over a 13-year period and that the 
entire system in all the States be brought to simultaneous completion.” This 
language and the history of the program make it clear that in 1956 the intention 
was to increase Federal aid to the point where, by utilizing that highway mileage 
which had been built to Interstate System standards under Federal aid up to 
that time, the entire system could be completed within the period indicated. 
There is no justification for asking the people now to pay for roads which were 
built or commenced before the present highway program started. They were 
built because the States, at that time, needed them and could justify them as 
public investments or because private capital was attracted to them as an 
investment. Since their completion, these modern highways have, and are now 
returning to the people of the States which they serve, the benefits which were 
anticipated when they were constructed. 

Thus, the underlying logic of the policy of the AAA is: Why pay now for 
highways which were built in past years by the States or toll road authorities 
in response to the transportation needs of those past years? Why, particularly, 
when the present program of Interstate System construction faces a critical 
need for finances to maintain its present schedule? 

Various arguments have been heard in favor of making reimbursement to 
policy of the national highway program. None of these arguments, we submit, 
justify changing the policy expressed in the present Federal legislation. 

Argument No. 1: The obligation to the States.—It is alleged that there is an 
obligation to reimburse the States because the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 
converted the Interstate System into a national project. This is supported by 
reference to the Clay committee report of 1955 which recommended reimburse- 
ment to States which had already constructed highways to approved Interstate 
System standards. 

Legislative history indicates otherwise. Congress decisively rejected legisla- 
tion based upon the Clay committee’s plan and enacted a law which maintained 
the historic State-Federal roadbuilding partnership which has prevailed since 


80 HIGHWAY REIMBURSEMENT 


1916. Under this legislation the States do not build the Interstate System ang 
give it over to the Federal Government in recognition of any proprietary power 
or interest arising from the fact that the Federal share may range from 9 
percent to 95 percent of the construction cost. To now assert that the Federa) 
Government has an obligation to the States because the State has provided the 
Federal Government with a highway is not a correct reading of the law or 
legislative history. 

Argument No. 2: Reimbursement is needed now.—lIt is pointed out that 4 
years have elapsed since the first proposals for reimbursement were hea 
and that the Nation will never be better able to afford payment of reimburse. 
ment thanitistoday. Further delay, it is said, is unjustifiable. 

It is submitted that information reported by the Department of Commerce 
in its report of January 16, 1959, casts grave doubt upon this reasoning. 
reimbursement called for in H.R. 6303 is estimated at approximately $4.83 bjj- 
lion—the equivalent of 2 years of planned apportionments for the Interstate 
System at the present level of authorization. Even if spread over a 15-year 
period, as H.R. 6303 provides, and even if the eventual cost of the Interstate 
System mileage now remaining to be built could be expected to remain con- 
stant, this is a cost which it would seem imprudent to ask the public to pay 
for highways which, in most instances, have already been built and are now 
paying for themselves. 

Argument No. 3: It is feasible to pay reimbursement now.—The fact that 
H.R. 6303 provides for payments over a 15-year period is urged as evidence 
that reimbursement is feasible. 

In other words—using the logic that the Interstate System is a national 
project—it is possible for the Federal Government to obtain certain portions 
of the Interstate System from the States by paying for them on the installment 
plan, and at the same time to give the States the assurance of a steady income 
for use on their primary roads. 

This, too, would seem to be an unwise departure from the practice of bien- 
nial authorizations of highway aid for the ABC systems, and there is doubtful 
value in providing, through reimbursement payments, additional sums to cer- 
tain States to supplement regular Federal-aid for their primary system roads. 
Under the terms of the legislation controlling the highway trust fund, the 
States do not need a year-to-year assurance that funds for the ABC systems 
will be apportioned, since this apportionment is made prior to other commitments, 

Argument No. 4: Toll roads are entitled to be treated as free roads.—Because 
toll roads as well as free roads have been incorporated into the Interstate 
System, it is urged that now they all be treated similarly for reimbursement 
purposes. After all, it is said, a toll is merely another form of tax paid for 
highway construction. 

Such arguments, even if conceded, contradict the basic premise that the Fed- 
eral Government owes the State something because it has obtained a highway 
from the State. Toll roads were not built with public funds, and there is no 
indication that reimbursement money will be spent by the States to “buy out” 
the existing toll roads. Nor is it contemplated that the Federal Government 
will reimburse the toll road authorities which constructed these roads. 

If there is any logic for reimbursement of free roads—and it is strongly 
urged here that there is none—then surely H.R. 6303 should provide for com- 
parable reimbursement to the toll road authorities which built the roads, and 
not to the States which did not contribute to their construction cost. 

Argument No. 5: It is in the national interest to use reimbursement to build 
more primary roads.—H.R. 6308 provides that funds paid to States as reim- 
bursement shall be spent on the States’ primary road systems where, it is gener- 
ally alleged, they are urgently needed. 

This argument should be scrutinized with great care, for it challenges certain 
basic features of the present Federal-aid program. The Federal-aid Highway 
Acts of 1956 and 1958 provide for gradual increase of funds for ABC systein road 
construction so that, as the Interstate System is completed, these other roads 
will achieve an appropriate state of modernization. The Secretary of Com- 
merce has reported that at the present time the ABC road program is progress- 
ing rapidly, and slightly ahead of the schedule established for it. The provisions 
of H.R. 6303 requiring use of additional funds for primary road construction un- 
necessarily and unjustifiably cast doubt upon the adequacy of the present ABC 
road program as established in the present Federal-aid law. 
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Equally disturbing, it casts doubt upon the adequacy and propriety of the for- 
mula which Congress has specified for apportionment of Federal aid for the 
ABC system. H.R. 6303 provides for apportionment of reimbursement according 
to a table of percentages based upon 90 percent of depreciated original cost less 
Federal aid already paid for toll and free roads incorporated into the Inter- 
state System. Apportionment is thus related neither to the traditional formula 
of Federal aid for ABC roads nor to the highway construction needs formula used 
for the Interstate System. 

There is probably no national organization in the United States which has 
daily contact with more highway users than the American Automobile Associa- 
tion. Through its affiliated automobile clubs, the AAA serves more than 6 mil- 
lion motorist members in all parts of the country. The AAA is, therefore, keenly 
aware of the strong desire of the motoring public to complete the Interstate 
System on schedule, and to modernize the primary, secondary, and urban sys- 
tems. As a motorists’ organization, the AAA vigorously supports the national 
highway program established in the 1956 and 1958 Federal-aid acts. As an or- 
ganization responsible to the motorists of the Nation, however, the AAA cannot 
and does not support the payment of public funds to States, on a formula un- 
precedented in Federal-aid legislation, for roads which have already been built 
and are being paid for by other means. We urge Congress to stick to its original 
and overriding challenge—completion of the portions of the Interstate System 
that yet remain to be built, and modernization of the ABC road systems commen- 
surate with the current needs of the highway user. Enactment of H.R. 6303 
would, in our judgment, be a serious and needless mistake. 


HovsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1959. 
Re 6308. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I want to record my support of the bill introduced by 
you which provides for reimbursement to the States for the cost of highways 
built by the States, and later taken into the Interstate Highway System. 

I believe that it is equitable that such action should be taken. Otherwise, 
there is a financial penalty levied against the State which had the initiative to 
go out and build its own roads. 

I would appreciate it if you would submit this letter to the Committee on 
Public Works and have it made a part of the record so that my support of this 
legislation will be recorded. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN S. 
Member of Congress. 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN Vicror L. ANFUSO 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity to 
present my views in support of the bill, H.R. 6303, introduced by the distin- 
guished chairman of this committee, my own bill H.R. 6409 which is similar in 
content, and related bills. The purpose of all these bills is to equitably reim- 
burse the States for toll and free roads which were incorporated into interstate 
and defense highways of the Nation. 

Several years ago Congress had authorized the construction of an Interstate 
System of roads and highways of 41,000 miles extending into all parts of the 
country, in order to meet present-day highway needs as well as defense needs. 
This should have been undertaken several years earlier because of the growing 
needs. Some of our States had the vision and foresight to realize the immensity 
of our traffic and highway problems and they could not wait until Congress made 
up its mind. They were confronted with the problems and the only logical solu- 
tion was to begin construction of roads. 

This they did, and they built them well. The upshot was that in numerous 
instances these roads were later incorporated into the Interstate System and in 
these past few years they have been carrying a heavy traffic load. Let us not 
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overlook the fact that those States which were the largest contributors to the 
Interstate System have the heaviest traffic demands and largest use. 

Statistics show that a total of 10,954 miles built and financed by States haye 
thus been incorporated into the Interstate System, and the cost of construction 
of these roads is given as more than $6 billion. The bills under consideration 
would reimburse the States for this expenditure, but less the States’ share of 
the cost and less Federal payments already made. Thus, the total net reip. 
bursable amount for all States would come to $4,295,600,000, which is roughly 
about 70 percent of the entire outlay. These reimbursements, however, are not 
to be made at once, but over a 15-year period, beginning with the fisca) 

ear 1962. ‘ 
7" As for my own State of New York, it had been allocated a total of 1,227 miles 
of roads under the 1956 Federal Aid Highway Act. New York, however, was 
one of those States that had the foresight to start building modern highways 
several years before the 1956 measure was enacted. New York took the initia. 
tive in the construction of such highways as the New York State Thruway and 
other roads, but it did so in the expectation that some sort of reimbursenient 
would be made at some future date. In this way, New York was a pioneering 
State ; it had spent about a billion dollars on the thruway alone. 

Of the 1,227 miles allocated to New York, 658.2 miles of roads are financed 
through Federal aid and 568.8 miles were financed by New York State at a cost 
of $1,036 million. If the Federal Government had contributed 90 percent of the 
cost, as it has done for all interstate highway construction under the 1956 act, 
New York would have been entitled to receive $932,600,000 from the Govern. 
ment. Actually, New York received only $133,500,000, which means that it has 
a legitimate claim for the reimbursement of $799 million. 

It is for this very reason that I introduced my bill. I feel that New York 
is justly entitled to this refund. In fact, 3 years ago when we debated the 
1956 Federal Aid Highway Act on this floor, I stated at that time New York 
was already entitled to a reimbursement of $650 million and that it should not 
be penalized because it had the initiative to go ahead with its road program and 
could not wait until the Federal Government determined its course of action. 

Mr. Chairman, the New York State delegation in Congress has nearly always 
shown consistency in support of legislation which is not only beneficial to our 
State, but to the Nation as a whole. We have never acted in a provincial 
manner, despite the fact that the people of New York contribute nearly one 
fifth of the tax collections of the Government. I, therefore, urge you to ap 
prove this bill and to reimburse each State to the share to which it is entitled, 


Mr. Faxtion. The committee will stand adjourned until tomorrow 
morning at 9:30, and at that time there will be an executive session 
on H.R. 5950. 


(Whereupon, at 12:10 m., the committee recessed until 9:30 a.m, 
the following day, Thursday, May 21, 1959.) 
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HIGHWAY REIMBURSEMENT 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, BUREAU oF PUBLIC ROADS 


Additional miles and costs for total Interstate System, including 2,102 miles 
- expansion, that would be eligible for reimbursement if limiting date was 
extended 1 year, July 1, 1957, to June 30, 1958 
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Millions of dollars 
State Miles Total Total | Federal-| Total | Federal- Net 
construc- | Depre- less aid reim- aid pay- reim- 
tion cost | ciation | depre- match- | bursable| ments | bursable 
ciation | ing ratio | amount amount 
_— eS.“ 2.8 0.508 | 0 0. 508 0. 9438 0.479 0. 255 0. 224 
5.5 2.227 | 0 2. 227 9000 2.004 1. 335 669 
Stento _ eae 23.4 5. 348 001 5. 347 . 9131 4. 882 3.000 1. 882 
Connecticut...........-- 6.8 20. 659 150 20. 509 18. 458 2. 139 16. 319 
SS ee 1.2 6.839 |} 0 6. 839 - 9000 6. 155 1, 723 4. 432 
6.4 4.7041 0 4. 704 . 9000 4. 234 2. 481 1.753 
0 020 . 9229 . 018 .013 005 
30. 654 435 30. 219 9000 27. 197 
1.181 0 1.181 . 9000 1. 063 707 . 356 
. 944 0 944 9000 . 850 . 566 284 
15.0 1.135 | 0 1. 135 9000 1.022 681 341 
EE 7.9 1.450 | 0 1. 450 - 9000 1.305 . 870 . 435 
«| -2 - 767 | 0 - 767 - 9000 - 690 - 460 . 230 
1.105 | 0 1.105 - 9000 995 625 . 370 
43.9 -094 | 0 094 9000 085 0 085 
Ra 9.4 2.838 | 0 2. 838 9130 2. 591 2.477 .114 
New Hampshire____-_..- 10.8 4. 537 . 055 4. 482 . 9000 4.034 -191 3. 843 
996 - 001 995 9000 896 .019 . 877 
> 203 003 . 200 9252 . 185 . 143 042 
4, 3.2 82. 852 . 002 82. 850 - 9000 74. 565 0 74. 565 
North .144] 0 . 144 9000 . 130 . 087 043 
North 6.5 -954 | 0 954 - 9000 859 . 572 . 287 
-773 | 0 9000 696 460 . 236 
1.784] 0 1.784 9237 1. 648 . 570 1.078 
South Carolina__.______. 1.4 2.316 | 0 2.316 . 9000 2. 084 1.379 - 705 
South 1.381 | 0 1.381 9110 1. 258 . 893 365 
1.628 | 0 1.628 9000 1. 465 .977 488 
1.076 | 0 1.076 9000 . 968 . 583 385 
7.095 | 0 7.095 9000 6. 386 . 969 5.417 
1.626 | 0 1. 626 9070 1.475 . 570 - 905 
3.747 | 0 3. 747 9000 3.372 2. 120 1. 252 
District of Columbia. - .. 3 2.976 | 0 2. 976 1.0000 2. 976 2. 976 0 

144.7 | 194. 561 647 | 193.914 175. 025 29. 841 145. 184 
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